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Preface
In 2003, The Immigrant Learning Center, Inc. (ILC) launched a public education initiative to raise the 
visibility of immigrants as assets to America. Spurred by certain anti-immigrant sentiments that were increasingly
voiced since September 11, The ILC set forth to credibly document current economic and social contributions 
of immigrants.
Central to this effort are ILC-sponsored research studies about immigrants as entrepreneurs, customers and workers.
To provide thoughtful and substantive evidence that immigrants are vital contributors to our nation, The ILC
commissioned university researchers to examine immigrants’ contributions in their various roles and to present
those contributions within the larger economic and social frameworks. The research approach included interviewing
immigrants and community informants as well as investigating relevant statistical data.
The first study, “Immigrant Entrepreneurs and Neighborhood Revitalization: A Study of Three Boston
Neighborhoods”, was carried out by two research teams from the University of Massachusetts at Boston. The 
second study, “Immigrant Homebuyers in Lawrence and Lowell: Keys to the Revitalization of the Cities”, is 
featured here. This study was carried out by Jorge Santiago of Northern Essex Community College in collaboration
with James Jennings of Tufts University, both well-known researchers in urban studies. 
The two studies have mutually reinforcing commonalities. Both studies highlight unnoticed contributions of
immigrants to the economic development of communities. The studies show that immigrant entrepreneurs and
immigrant homebuyers are often the same people, people who provide dual investments in their communities. 
It is important that these studies captured immigrant voices and, thereby, provide a model for inclusion of 
immigrant communities in the research process and in civic conversations. 
The ILC hopes that these studies will raise the visibility of immigrants as contributors to our nation’s 
economic and social development as well as provide data and insight to inform policy, promote thoughtful 
dialogue about key roles played by immigrants in Massachusetts communities and highlight the need to involve
immigrant communities in broader economic and social discussions.
Diane Portnoy, Co-Founder and Director
The Immigrant Learning Center, Inc.
Marcia Drew Hohn, EdD, Director of Public Education
The Immigrant Learning Center, Inc.
December 2005
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Introduction
This report describes the homebuying experience of
immigrants in Lawrence and Lowell, Massachusetts,
and how it contributes to their lives and the life of the
cities. It describes a familiar story about coming to
America, working hard and successfully transitioning
into the American mainstream. Central to this story is
purchasing a home. It symbolizes that one has “made
it” in America and has joined the ranks of the
American mainstream. 
Homeownership provides wealth to individuals and
families. As a key financial resource, owning a home
provides opportunities in securing the “good life”
including education, business, training, health, and
comfort. As such, successive waves of immigrants 
in local communities have regarded the eventual 
acquisition of their first home as a major goal. In so
doing, large segments of immigrants have “morphed”
from renters to homeowners. In such instances we
often witness the transitioning of a poor community 
to one that is working-class emerging to a middle-class.
This report is an in-depth description of such a
metamorphous among immigrants in Lawrence 
and Lowell.
Unlike European ethnic immigrants of the past, recent
newcomers have been of color, mostly from the
Caribbean, Central and Latin America, Southeast 
Asia, and Africa. In cities like Lawrence and Lowell,
these newly arrived immigrants have initially found it
difficult to reach the milestone of homeownership. The
high cost of homeownership, the complexity of buying
a home, a lack of credit history and the difficulty of
obtaining a mortgage have kept property ownership
merely a dream for many recently arrived immigrants.
In recent years, however, the convergence of various
economic and social factors has opened the door for a
sizeable number of immigrant individuals and families
to purchase property. This, in turn, is spurring a degree
of economic revival for the communities. 
While the research highlights continued problems with
immigrant experiences associated with homeownership,
the study also reveals important contributions that
immigrants, such as Lawrence’s Latino immigrant 
population, have made to the growth and economic
health of cities. The lack of information and data
about the attainment of homeownership and related 
contributions has sustained myths and stereotypes
about immigrants often obscuring their major 
economic roles in communities. 
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Research Design 
and Organization
The study is based on in-depth interviews (45-60 
minutes in length). In Lawrence, interviews were held
with 30 Latino homebuyers, primarily Dominican, and
12 knowledgeable community informants from the
many layers of the local housing industry, e.g., 
mortgage companies, real estate agents, bankers, and
administrators of first-time homebuyer programs. 
In Lowell, interviews were held with 32 Latino and
Southeast Asian homebuyers and 12 community
informants. Community informants were identified
with the help of local newspapers where lending and 
real estate organizations advertise specifically to 
immigrant communities. Recent immigrant homebuyers
(hereafter referred to as respondents) were identified
with the help of staff at first-time homebuyer 
programs, community-based economic development
organizations, realtors, and lending institutions. The
respondents are primarily first- and second-generation
immigrants. Although Puerto Ricans are not 
immigrants but citizens of the United States, the
research team decided to include a small number 
from this group in the interviews. Interviews took 
place in a number of settings including the homes 
of respondents, offices, local coffee shops, and 
community- based agencies.
The research team conducted interviews between
September 2004 and April 2005 and used two formal
questionnaires (see Appendix A). When necessary the
interviews were conducted in the language of the
respondents in order to capture accurately the meaning
of their responses. The research team coded and 
analyzed the information using the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS), creating a database 
capable of providing a wide array of statistical 
descriptions and cross tabulations for purposes of
analysis. Data from the U.S. Census Bureau were used
to provide a demographic context for the study.
Information in the report is presented on the basis of
census tracts in both cities. 
In all, the methodology for this study contains 
elements of the “Rapid Appraisal” approach, often used
in rural communities by anthropologists and sociologists
(Dunn, 1994). In particular, it is a qualitative survey
approach that captures a range of perspectives and 
recognizes the importance of local knowledge. While
traditional quantitative methods are often time 
consuming, costly, and complicated, the approach
taken in this study recognizes the richness and value of
local knowledge and culture in a manner that is 
inexpensive and timely and which presents the findings
in a simple fashion.
The report is divided into two major sections:
Lawrence and Lowell. Each section contains a profile of
a new and emerging middle-class using 1990 and 2000
census sample data files, presenting data at the census
tract level (see Appendix B). This information is
enriched with data collected from the 62 interviews of
immigrant homebuyers in the two cities. The second
part of each section is based on the findings provided
by the survey of key community informants within the
housing industry. Each section concludes with a 
summary of the study’s findings in that particular city
and offers policy implications for that city.
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Summary of Major Findings
Between the fall of 2004 and the spring of 2005, 
immigrant homebuyers in the cities of Lawrence and
Lowell were interviewed by a team of researchers.
Researchers interviewed 30 immigrant homeowners in
Lawrence and 32 in Lowell. Twelve representatives of
the housing and community sectors in each city were
also interviewed.
The researchers collected data in order to determine
economic and social characteristics of recent immigrant
homeowners within these communities as well as to
begin a process for assessing their homebuying 
experiences. The research team and The ILC were also
interested in determining the contributions of the
immigrant homebuying population to these cities. In
addition to analyzing responses from interviews, 
the researchers also attended meetings involving 
homeownership issues and utilized census data to
describe the social and demographic context in which
homebuying occurs. 
Major Findings
The New Homeowners: Immigration is saving both
cities in significant ways. If not for immigration, the
population growth of both cities over the last decade
would be stagnant. In both cities, homebuying by
immigrant families is becoming a key and noticeable
economic activity. Homebuying among immigrants
increased significantly between 1990 and 2000. In
Lawrence, Latino immigrant owner-occupied housing
increased by 166 percent. In Lowell, the rate increase
was slightly over 160 percent among Southeast 
Asians and 82 percent among Latinos. These increases 
suggest that the housing industry in these places is
being fueled by the growth in immigration. 
• Census data illuminate some important 
characteristics of  immigrant homebuyers in
these cities. Some highlights in Lawrence
include a 164 percent increase of Latinos with
bachelors degrees and a 420 percent increase of
Latinos with graduate/professional degrees.
• In Lowell, there was a 177 percent increase
among Southeast Asians with bachelor’s
degrees and a 77 percent increase in those with  
graduate or professional degrees.
• Household incomes of $100,000 or more
increased significantly among Latinos in
Lawrence. This was also the case for Southeast
Asians in Lowell. 
This data suggest that both cities are experiencing the
birth of a new middle-class that is primarily composed
of immigrants. 
The research team asked the respondents to describe
the type of property they owned and how many 
people lived in them. The data show that for Lawrence,
most homebuyers in the interview sample purchased
triple deckers. In Lowell, most reported that they 
purchased a single-family home. The number of people
living in these properties showed that high density is
not an issue. For example, in Lawrence, 40 percent
reported three-to-five individuals living in various 
properties including two-family and triple-decker
homes. Another 37 percent reported six-to-ten individuals
but only in two-family or triple-decker homes. For
Lowell, 50 percent of the immigrant families who 
purchased a single-family home noted 3-to-5 people
lived there, while another 50 percent said anywhere
from 6-to-10 individuals. In this latter case, extended
families (a cultural factor) in all probability accounts
for the increased number of people within 
single-family homes. 
Other findings show the reasons why new homeowners 
purchased property where they did; how much they
paid; and how they paid. 
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• When asked why they purchased in the 
particular neighborhood of their respective city,
Lawrence homebuyers reported “Affordability”
in 50 percent of cases; in Lowell, the major 
reason was “Affordability and Family”.
• Almost 70 percent of those interviewed in
Lawrence said they paid $151,000 to
$300,000. In Lowell, close to 90 percent said
they also paid from $151,000 to $300,000.
• Significant amounts of down payments were
placed for their homes. In Lawrence, 47 
percent surveyed said they paid from $5,001 to
$10,000 or more. In Lowell, over 60 percent
paid $5,001 to $10,000.
• The method of paying down payments and
closing costs varied with the majority in
Lawrence stating savings as the primary source.
However, in Lowell, the majority noted that
they financed these costs through the help of a
social or government program for first-time
homebuyers.
• Spending for repairs was sizeable. Respondents
were asked how much they spent in repairs
prior to moving into their home. In Lawrence,
40 percent said they spent $1,000 to $5,000;
10 percent spent $5000 to $10,000; and 13
percent spent more than$10,000. In Lowell, 31
percent spent $1,000 to $5,000; 12 
percent spent $5000 to $10,000; and close to
19 percent spent more than $10,000. 
• The research team probed further and asked
where they purchased repair material as well as
their appliances. In Lawrence, 73 percent said
“Home Depot”. In Lowell, 72 percent also
noted “Home Depot”. ”Further questioning on
who made their repairs indicated 30 percent in
Lawrence and 25 percent in Lowell hired a 
professional, thus generating significant 
economic activity within the cities.
Purchasing a home is, in all probability, the most
expensive item Americans will buy in their lifetime. It
can be a frightening experience. For many, the process
of purchasing a home can be burdensome causing fear
and stress. For these reasons, respondents were asked a
series of questions to piece together an overview of the
purchasing experience. Among the most significant
findings were:
• In most cases, those surveyed used a real estate
agent. In Lowell, the instance was high with 79
percent reporting such use and somewhat lower
in Lawrence at 57 percent.
• In most cases, respondents indicated they had
“Some” knowledge in homebuying prior to
purchasing their home.
• When asked to rate their overall property 
purchasing experience, most indicated it was
good to very good. Lawrence homebuyers 
indicated a slightly higher degree of satisfaction
than those in Lowell.
The Key Informants: As noted previously, a second 
set of interviews was held with professionals within 
the various layers of the housing industry to assist 
in understanding the experiences of immigrant 
homebuyers. The 24 respondents included real estate
agents, mortgage lenders, and representatives from
community-based programs for first-time homebuyers.
The data show:
• A range of strategies are used by these 
businesses to attract and assist immigrant
homebuyers. These efforts include education,
training, and financing.
• In Lawrence, Latino clients represent 80 
percent or more of the business conducted by
half of these organizations. Latino first-time
homebuyers represent over 40 percent of 
business for lending institutions.
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• In Lowell, Asian and Latino clients are a 
significantly lower percentage of business
for the organizations overall, but first-time 
homebuyers are still a sizeable portion 
of business.
• Respondents identified major challenges for
immigrants in purchasing homes. The most
important factor identified was lack of credit
history in the United States. Lawrence informants
also identified not understanding the 
application process as an additional challenge.
Conclusion
While other studies have focused on the importance of
immigrants as fuel for the current and future workforce
needs of the Commonwealth, this report shows another
facet of the importance of this sector. Immigrants not
only represent an important component of the 
workforce, but they are emerging as the economic
engine in both cities. The data from this report encourage
treating the growing immigrant communities in both
cities as a new and important economic resource. 
In buying homes, new homeowners are making a 
decision to stay in the city rather than fleeing it. They
are putting their stakes in the ground. This means that
they are increasing income in the city and will be 
making contributions to the social and civic fabric 
for years to come. Cities seeking to meet economic
challenges should certainly design strategies that attract
the middle-class back into the cities, but revitalization
will be incomplete and inefficient if immigrant 
communities are not seen as vital assets and resources.
We end this brief summary by reminding cities of the
words of Booker T. Washington as they seek to become
stronger and economically healthier: “Cast down your
buckets, where you are.”
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Lawrence, Massachusetts
Typical residential and commercial area. Triple deckers common in Lawrence
Typical single family homes Double deckers common in Lawrence
Mortgage and Real Estate firms Multi - family housing
Immigrant Homebuyers in
Lawrence, Massachusetts:
The Revitalization Engine 
For The City
Demographic Profile
Census Data Indicate a Latino Middle-Class on the
Rise in Lawrence
Maps A and B provide a pictorial look at changes in
Lawrence’s immigrant population between 1990 and
2000 showing a dramatically increased presence over
the ten years and significant percentage of the city’s 
overall population by 2000. Table 1 provides a more 
indepth look at the racial and ethnic changes between
1990 and 2000 by census tracts. 
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Table 1
Total Population for Lawrence, Massachusetts by Race and Ethnicity, (1990-2000)
Total White White Black Black Asian Asian Latino Latino Latino%
Census Tracts 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 Total 2000
2500925010 1443 1722 809 885 154 233 7 24 730 1102 0.64
2500925020 4914 5539 3586 2897 228 275 12 186 1540 2969 0.54
2500925030 2048 1882 844 721 81 16 71 41 1313 1570 0.83
2500925040 3745 3403 1631 1617 414 276 52 7 2649 2774 0.82
2500925050 4013 3514 1746 1249 442 605 98 51 2891 3074 0.87
2500925060 4630 5109 3378 2691 256 773 0 76 1846 3229 0.63
2500925070 4694 4732 2648 1853 360 576 81 56 2355 3568 0.75
2500925080 5917 6456 5129 4154 176 339 10 318 913 2817 0.44
2500925090 2423 2028 923 678 363 139 0 40 1956 1712 0.84
2500925100 1295 1659 488 603 105 196 11 2 1072 1431 0.86
2500925110 2955 2982 1772 1716 355 124 35 45 1569 1858 0.62
2500925120 1355 1369 722 734 144 57 0 9 772 1047 0.76
2500925130 3838 3553 1438 1105 275 310 52 33 2851 2911 0.82
2500925140 4648 4906 2807 2204 405 236 19 113 2080 3300 0.67
2500925150 5248 5770 4150 3258 188 329 80 348 1232 2681 0.46
2500925160 5856 5965 4038 2826 322 350 293 432 1992 3485 0.58
2500925170 4119 4413 2994 2516 200 228 207 355 1125 2279 0.52
2500925180 7036 7041 6543 5778 78 139 190 316 453 1291 0.18
Totals 70177 72043 45646 37485 4546 5201 1218 2452 29339 43098
What these maps and data do not show, however, is the
fact that the City’s renaissance and regeneration have
occurred as a direct result of the efforts of residents
committed to staying in the city. The revitalization of
Lawrence is not fueled by “gentrification” as has been
the case in many communities throughout America. In
the case of Lawrence, the revitalizing force is immigrant
Latino individuals and families, many of whom already
live in city neighborhoods. These individuals and 
families are in essence “urban stayers” and not 
“gentrifiers” (Palen, 2005). This fact is clear from Table
2, which indicates that between 1990 and 2000 the
number of owner-occupied housing units among
Latino immigrants grew by approximately 165 percent,
from 926 to 2,462. This increase of homeownership
among Latino immigrants indicates an emerging shift
in the City’s class structure from a predominance of
poor to a burgeoning, working middle-class. 
Table 2
Number of Owner Occupied Units:
Latino and Total Origin
Lawrence, Massachusetts (1990 & 2000)
Number &
Universe 19901 20002 Percent Change
Latinos 926 2,462 1,536 (165.8%)
Total 4,225 7,876 3,651 (86.4%)
Percent Latinos
Owner Occupied 21.9% 31.30%
Table 3 demonstrates that the Latino community, with
a relatively high number and proportion of 
immigrants, achieved significant increases in level of
educational attainment between 1990 and 2000.
Overall, the Latino population in Lawrence increased
from 29,237 in 1990 to 43,019 in 2000. This has
made Lawrence a city in which the majority of the 
population is comprised of what is considered a minority
group in American society. Concurrent with this 
population increase was a significant boost in 
educational attainment by Latinos with a high school
diploma (including GED) by 92 percent between 1990
and 2000. In addition, the number of Latinos 
with a college degree increased significantly at each 
higher educational level. Specifically, at the
graduate/professional degree level the increase was
420 percent in the ten-year period. We also found that
among those with a bachelor’s degree, Latinos increased
by 164 percent, and individuals with an associates 
credential increased by 67 percent. These findings 
are important because significant increases at each 
level counters stereotypes and myths that Latinos are 
less educated.
Table 3
Latino Educational Attainment:
Lawrence, Massachusetts (1990 & 2000)
Amount &
Educational Level 19903 20004 Percent Change
High School Diploma
(Includes GED) 2,631 5,052 2,421 (92%)
Some College
(No Degree) 1,181 2,756 1,575 (133.4%)
Associate’s Degree 426 710 284 (66.7%)
Bachelor’s Degree 254 670 416 (163.7%)
Graduate/Professional
Degree 100 520 420 (420%)
With higher education usually comes higher incomes,
and the data in Table 4 support this observation. Table
4 indicates that household incomes among Latinos
increased significantly at every level. Among those who
earned $25,000 to $34,990, there was a 140 percent
increase; incomes in the $35,000 to $74,999 increased
by 127 percent. In addition, Latino households with
income levels considered upper middle-class ($75,000
to $99,999 and $100,000 or more), while relatively
small in 1989, increased dramatically by 1999. Table 1
in Appendix C on household assets indicates that when
aggregate household income for all census tracts are
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1 Source: 1990 Census of the Population & Housing Tables
2 Source: Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF1) 1000-Percent Housing; Tables H025 and H027. U.S. Census Bureau
3 Source: 1990 Summary Tape File 3(STF3) Sample Data. U.S. Census Bureau
4 Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF3) Summary File, U.S. Census Bureau
added, Lawrence residents amassed a little over $1.1
billion in 2002, much of it among Latinos. It must be
noted that for many of these households, the increase
in income can be attributed to two or more incomes as
a result of multiple jobs by one individual and/or the
presence of more than one adult wage earner.
Nonetheless, along with these increases in income,
there is an increase of 38 percent in per capita income
between 1989 and 1999 (see Table 5).
Table 4
Household Income Among Latinos:
Lawrence, Massachusetts (1989 & 1999)
Amount &
Income Range 1989 1999 Percent Change
$10,000 to $24,999 4,153 10,989 6,836 (164.6%)
$25,000 to $34,999 1,025 2,460 1,435 (140%)
$35,000 to $74,999 5,998 13,411 7,413 (123.6%)
$75,000 to $99,999 58 1,381 1,325 (2,281%)
$100,000 or more 38 1,225 1,187 (3,123.7%)
Table 5
Per Capita Income
Lawrence, Massachusetts (1989 & 1999)
Amount &
1989 1999 Percent Change
$9,686 $13,360 $3,674 (37.9%)
Data on household and per capita income are 
important in understanding immigrant and Latino
homebuyers and debunking the myth that all 
within this segment of the community are poor. It is
from the ranks of these higher-income brackets that
homebuyers come. They can afford down payments
and closing costs, and they can obtain mortgages much
more easily, make home repairs, and purchase major 
appliances. In essence, they spread their wealth
throughout the local economy and housing market. 
Past studies on the Latino entrepreneurial class in
Lawrence have indicated that this segment of the 
community represents a significant portion of a new
middle-class (Santiago, 2004). In addition to local
Latino business owners, however, we find that the
numbers of individuals with professional and managerial
occupations have increased within the city between
1990 and 2000. While it is impossible to fully compare
the data from the two census periods, one can nonetheless
collapse appropriate categories of occupations and
extrapolate percentages for each time period. Table 6
indicates that in 1990 there were 18 percent 
professional and managerial workers in Lawrence. By
2000, however, this figure increased to 34 percent. This
was a 16 percent increase in ten years. While these data
are for all workers of professional and managerial 
occupations, one can conclude that the increase 
was mostly (if not totally) within the immigrant 
population since there were concurrent fluxes of white 
out-migration and Latino in-migration.
Table 6
Percent Professional & Managerial Occupations
Lawrence, Massachusetts
(1990 & 2000)
1990 2000 Percent Change
17.90% 34% 16.10%
These census data indicate a growing middle-class
within the City’s Latino population. This new class of
“Latino Urban Professionals” exhibits many of the
same characteristics found among the new gentry that
are flocking to urban neighborhoods in many cities.
Unlike traditional gentry, however, Latinos of
Lawrence represent a unique group, composed 
predominantly of business owners, with some profes-
sionals and managers choosing to stay in the city. Still,
like their traditional counter-parts, the new Latino
middle-class in Lawrence seems to concentrate in the
single or “Never Married” and “Divorced” categories.
Table 7 indicates that between 1990 and 2000 the
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number of “Never Married” residents increased by 13
percent, and the “Divorced” groups jumped by 18 
percent. The data also show that “Married” residents
increased by 18 percent, reminding us that within the
Latino culture, marriage and family are still strong values.
Table 7
Marital Status
Persons 15 Years & Older
Lawrence, Massachusetts(1990 & 2000)
Amount &
Status 1990 2000 Percent Change
Married 20,762 24,457 3,695 (17.8%)
Never Married 17,173 19,338 2,165 (12.6%)
Divorced 4,368 5,159 791 (18.1%)
Census data also show that the number of Latinos 
who speak English at home “Very Well” and “Well”
increased (see Table 8). The percent increase was 78
and 66 percent respectively. At the same time, 
Spanish-speaking persons ages 18-64 who spoke
English “Not Well” or “Not at All” increased by 35 
percent. These data illustrate that between 1990 and
2000 the Latino population improved in ability to
speak English, countering the myth of little or no 
interest in learning the nation’s principle language.
Still, we are reminded that many recent arrivals within
Lawrence’s Latino immigrant population still need to
learn English, especially with the number of “Speak
English Only” category declining by 26 percent. This
decline might also indicate an increase in the number
of bilingual households where both English and 
Spanish are spoken, perhaps indicating a certain level
of assimilation taking place where the two 
languages co-mingle.
Table 8
Number of Spanish Speaking Persons by
Ability to Speak English at Home
Lawrence, Massachusetts (1990 & 2000)
Amount &
Ability 1990 2000 Percent Change
Speak English Only 20,096 14,840 5,256 (-26%)
Speak English 
“Very Well” 5,815 10.341 4,526 (77.8%)
Speak English “Well” 3,448 5,709 2,261 (65.6%)
Speak English 
“Not Well” or
“Not at All” 5,752 7,781 2,029 (35.3%)
Table 9 indicates that within the Latino population,
the highest increase in population occurred among the
Dominican group. While the Puerto Rican and Cuban
groups decreased by 40 and 27 percent respectively, the
Dominican population increased by 45 percent
between 1990 and 2000. In addition, other groups
increased by 53 percent increasing the ethnic and
national diversity of the Latino population. Such 
diversity enriches the cultural ambiance of the city and
heightens the impact of revitalization taking place.
Table 9
Hispanic Origin
Lawrence, Massachusetts (1990 & 2000)
Amount &
Origin 1990 2000 Percent Change
Puerto Rican 14,928 8,894 6,034 (-40.4%)
Dominican 10,670 15,438 4,768 (44.7%)
Cuban 452 329 123 (-27.2%)
Other 3,069 4,683 1,614 (52.6%)
This overall profile of the Latino immigrant population
demonstrates the metamorphosis of this segment of the
community from a predominantly poor enclave to one
indicating a strong evolution to a new middle-class. We
can conclude that demographic and economic ingredients
necessary for the revitalization of the City at a larger
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scale already exist. Latino immigrants hold the 
reins of Lawrence’s future success. This immigrant 
population dominates homebuying in the city, and 
it is to this group in particular that we now turn 
our attention.
The Latino Homebuyers and Their
Purchasing Experiences
As far back as the summer of 1999, the local press
(Crabtree, 1999) and local business leaders were 
beginning to recognize the impact of Latinos on the
housing market. But exactly who these Latinos and
what their experiences were in purchasing homes
remained a mystery, until now. 
To capture a picture of the Latino homebuyers and
their experiences in the homebuying process, 30 
in-depth interviews were conducted in homes, offices,
local coffee shops, and community-based agencies. The
interview schedule included 42 questions in the 
categories of demographics, property ownership 
information and purchasing experience. The responses
are displayed in table form for rapid access to the
replies for each question. 
The respondents in these interviews show us that the
majority of Latino homebuyers are young, between 
the ages of 25 to 35 years with another third in the 
36-to- 40 year old range (see Table 10).
Table 10
Age Structure
Age Number Percent
25-30 8 26.7
31-35 7 23.3
36-40 10 33.3
41 + 5 16.7
Total 30 100.0
Table 11 demonstrates that almost two-thirds of Latino
homebuyers interviewed were female. If coupled with
the census data on marital status presented in Table 7,
it is safe to say that a significant percentage of Latino
homes are headed by a single female. This matriarchal
homeownership pattern is given additional support by
the 2003 Latino business study documenting 
the large number of businesses owned by Latinas 
(Santiago, 2004).
Table 11
Gender
Gender Number Percent
Male 11 36.7
Female 19 63.3
Total 30 100.0
Homeownership among Latino immigrants is 
somewhat evenly distributed among the various 
educational levels. Table 12 indicates that one-third of
respondents have a high school diploma (or GED),
while a slightly smaller proportion have some college
education or a formal degree. Over one-third have 
no diploma.
Table 12
Level of Education
Level Number Percent
0-12 No Diploma 11 36.7
High School Diploma or GED 10 33.3
Some College but No Degree 5 16.7
Associates Degree 1 3.3
Bachelors Degree 3 10.0
Total 30 100.0
16I M M I G R A N T  H O M E B U Y E R S  I N  L A W R E N C E  A N D  L O W E L L ,  M A S S A C H U S E T T S
The majority of respondents indicated that they had
been in the United States for 16 or more years and 
two-thirds are American citizens (see Tables 13 and
14). The vast majority had no plans to return to their
country of origin. Moreover, over 70 percent do not
send money back home (see Tables 15 and 16). 
Table 13
Length of Time in the U.S.A.
Number of Years Number Percent
7-15 years 8 26.7
16-30 years 16 53.3
31-39 years 6 16.7
No Response 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
Table 14
American Citizenship
Citizenship Number Percent
Yes 20 66.7
No 10 33.3
Total 30 100.0
These data counter the long-held myth that Latinos are
not interested in becoming long-term residents of the
United States and refuse to make a commitment 
economically and/or socially to any one locale.
Table 15
Plans to Return to Country of Origin
Response Number Percent
Yes 6 20
No 24 80
Total 30 100
Table 16
Whether or Not They Send Money Back Home
Response Number Percent
Yes 8 26.7
No 22 73.3
Total 30 100.0
A common stereotype of Latino immigrants is that
they over-populate a household with many more 
individuals than the unit was designed to house. Table
17 demonstrates that this is not true. Specifically, the
data show that for each type of property (single, two
family, and triple decker) the number of individuals
residing in them does not indicate over crowding. Only
in two cases did the data seem to indicate the possibility
of over crowding with a total of 14-15 people residing
in a triple decker (Table 17).
Table 17
Number of People Living in Dwelling by Type of Property
Type of Property
Number
of Single Two Triple Total &
People Family Family Decker Other Column %
3 to 5 5 (41.7) 3 (25.0) 3 (25.0) 1 (8.3) 12 (40.0)
6 to 10 0 5 (45.5) 5 (45.5) 1 (9.1) 11 (36.7)
11 to 13 0 0 3 (75.0) 1 (25) 4 (13.3)
14 to 15 0 0 2 (100) 0 2 (6.)
More than 15 0 0 0 1 (100) 1 (3.3)
Total & Row
Percent 5 (16.7) 8 (26.7) 13 (43.3) 4 (13.3) 30 (100)
When asked about the specific neighborhood in which
their home was located, over 60 percent of respondents 
indicate an even split between South Lawrence and
Tower Hill neighborhoods. An additional 27 percent
were evenly split between the Arlington and Prospect
Hill neighborhoods. The data in Table 18 show that
Latino homebuyers are well represented in each of the
City’s major neighborhoods. Further, the influx of
Latinos into South Lawrence, which was once 
considered the last bastion of white residency, indicates 
the removal of any barriers that may have previously  
prevented Latinos from settling in this neighborhood.
Table 18
Neighborhood Property Located
Lawrence
Neighborhood Number Percent
Arlington 4 13.3
South Lawrence 8 26.7
Tower Hill 8 26.7
Prospect Hill 4 13.3
Other 3 10.0
No Response/
Did Not Know 3 10.0
Total 30 100.0
When the Latino homebuyers were asked why they
purchased in the particular neighborhood, most noted
“Affordability” as the main reason (see Table 19) . Only 17
percent mentioned “Near to Family” or “Close to Amenities”
as their reason for buying in a specific neighborhood.
Table 19
Reasons for Buying In Particular Neighborhood
Reason Number Percent
Near to Family 3 10.0
Affordability 15 50.0
Close to Amenities 2 6.7
Family + Affordability 1 3.3
Affordability + Amenities 1 3.3
Other 8 26.7
Total 30 100.0
In most cases Latinos are recent homebuyers with 70
percent indicating that they owned their property for
five years or less (see Table 20). An additional 20 
percent indicated they owned their home for 6-10
years. When coupled with the information on length of
time in the United States from Table 13, in which the
majority had been in this country 16 years or more, the
data in Table 19 suggest that purchasing a home is the
culmination of a long-term process for these immigrant
Latinos. Much hard work, saving and pooling of
money over an extended period of time had to have
taken place in order to finally qualify for purchasing 
a home.
Table 20
Length of Time Property Owned
Number
of Years Number Percent
1-5 Years 21 70.0
6-10 Years 6 20.0
11 or More 2 6.7
No Response 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
Table 21 indicates that nearly 44 percent of the Latinos
interviewed paid between $151,000 and $300,000 for
their home.
Table 21
Purchase Price of Property
Cost Number Percent
$50,000-$150,000 10 33.3
$151,000-$300,000 13 43.3
$300,000 or More 7 23.4
Total 30 100.0
Another 33 percent paid $150,000 or less for their
home. These prices are not consistent with the usual
impression that the cost of purchasing a home in
Lawrence is low compared to some surrounding 
communities. Perhaps years ago this was the case, but
not any more. To afford these prices, and in particular
the monthly mortgage costs, requires that households
have achieved a middle-class income level.
Table 22
Amount of Down Payment
Amount Number Percent
No Down Payment 4 13.3
$2,000-$5,000 6 20.0
$5,001-$10,000 7 23.3
$10,001 or More 7 23.3
No Response/
Did Not Know 6 20.0
Total 30 99.9
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Nearly one-half paid anywhere from $5,001-$10,001
or more as a down payment, evenly split between down
payments of $5,001-$10,000 and $10,001 plus. The
closing costs highlighted in Table 23 indicate that 40
percent paid $3,000 to $6,000 or more. When one
adds these amounts, it becomes clear that Latino 
homebuyers had to save considerably to reach the necessary
amount for down payment and closing costs.
Table 23
Amount of Closing Costs
Amount Number Percent
Nothing 7 23.3
$1,000-$3,000 7 23.3
$3,001-$6,000 8 26.8
$6,001 or More 4 13.3
No Response/
Did Not Know 4 13.3
Total 30 100.0
“Savings” was the major manner in which Latino
immigrant homebuyers financed their down payment
and closing costs (Table 24). The data indicate that
close to 60 percent financed their homes through 
savings. Only 23 percent had help from a social or 
government program for first-time homebuyers.
Table 24
Method of Financing Down Payment and Closing Costs
Method Number Percent
Gift (Family/Friends) 1 3.3
Social Program 4 13.3
Government Program 3 10.0
Savings 17 56.7
Loan 1 3.3
Gift and Other 1 3.3
Savings and Other 1 3.3
Other 1 3.3
No Response 1 3.3
Total 30 99.8
Table 25
Condition of Property When Purchased
Condition Number Percent
Needed Lots of Repairs 5 16.7
Had to Fix Just Basic Things 10 33.3
It Was Ready to be Moved into 12 40.0
Other 2 6.7
No Response 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
Latino homebuyers interviewed were asked about the
condition of the property when purchased. Fifty 
percent had to spend additional money to get their
newly purchased home in the livable condition they
desired ranging from needing lots of repairs to fixing
basic things. These expenditures distributed additional
capital within the local economy of Lawrence and/or
the region.
Table 26 gives more detail about the repair expenditures.
Fifty percent spent $1,000 to $10,000, with most
spending $1,000 to $5,000, and 10 percent spending
$5,001-$10,000. Table 26 also indicates that another
13 plus percent spent $10,001 or more for home
repairs and appliances.
Table 26
Amount Spent on Repairs
Amount Number Percent
Zero Expenses 11 36.7
$1,000-$5,000 12 40.0
$5,001-$10,000 3 10.0
$10,001 or More 4 13.3
Total 30 100.0
When asked where they spent much of their repair and
appliance dollars, Home Depot received the highest
mention. Table 27 indicates that in every category
Home Depot was mentioned with over 73 percent
indicating they made their purchases from this business
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exclusively. While some might argue that repair 
supplies and appliance dollars left the city, the fact is
both the Methuen, Massachusetts and Salem, New
Hampshire Home Depots employ many Lawrence 
residents reversing to a degree the outflow of these 
dollars. Turning to Table 2 C in Appendix C, we see
that in 2002 consumer spending among Lawrence 
residents totaled over $2 billion. This is no small
amount; and a significant number of these dollars 
went for household services, household furnishings
and equipment. Many of these dollars stayed 
within Lawrence. 
Table 27
Places Where Repair Materials And Appliances were Purchased
Establishment Number Percent
Home Depot 22 73.3
Home Depot & Lowes 3 10.0
Home Depot & Appliance Store 1 3.3
Home Depot & Department Store 3 10.0
Other 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
The Latino homebuyers were also asked who did most
of their repairs and in nearly every category a
“Professional” was mentioned. As Table 28 highlights,
30 percent used a professional exclusively while repairs
by the property owner accounted for only 23 
percent. The fact that a professional is often hired is
important because it indicates that labor and the 
supply costs for these workers remain in the local 
economy. It is also notable that the majority of repair
dollars come from savings (see Table 29).
Table 28
Individual(s) Who Made Repairs
Individual Number Percent
Property Owner 7 23.3
Professional 9 30.0
Friends 3 10.0
Family 1 3.3
Owner & Professional 2 6.7
Professional & Family 2 6.7
Professional & Owner & Family 1 3.3
Professional & Friends 3 10.0
Owner, Professional & Friends 1 3.3
Owner, Professional & Family 1 3.3
Total 30 99.9
Table 29
Source of Money for Repairs
Source Number Percent
Savings 16 53.3
Gift/Loan 1 3.3
Other 2 6.7
No Response 11 36.7
Total 30 100.0
Table 30 provides data on whether respondents 
had owned property prior to purchasing their 
present home in Lawrence. The vast majority had no 
prior ownership.
Table 30
Prior Property Ownership
Prior Ownership Number Percent
Yes 6 20.0
No 23 76.7
No Response 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
The Purchasing Experience
Purchasing a home in Massachusetts is a very complex
and often confusing endeavor. For many individuals 
or families, this experience can be burdensome and 
stressful. For these reasons, a major area of inquiry was
intended to begin piecing together an overview of the
purchasing experience of the immigrant home owning
community. Beginning with Table 31, we asked
respondents if they had used a real estate agent to locate
and purchase their home. Over half of the respondents
said “Yes”, but a significant number of respondents
appear not to have used a real estate agent. That such a
large number of homebuyers did not use a real estate
broker can be attributed to the many programs 
available that provide a multitude of homebuying 
services for first-time homebuyers. Lawrence is 
fortunate in having several such programs that are 
non-profit and community-based.
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Table 31
Use of Real Estate Broker
Response Number Percent
Yes 17 56.7
No 13 43.3
Total 30 100.0
Table 32 indicates that in over 40 percent of cases, the
Latino homebuyer had “Some” level of knowledge
about purchasing property; only 13 percent indicated
that they had “A Lot” of prior knowledge. Further,
another 13 percent noted they had “Not Much”
knowledge in purchasing a home, and a large number
(30 percent) said they knew “Nothing At All” when
they set-out to purchase their home. The data 
indicate that a significant number of individuals might 
still be in need of information concerning home 
purchasing in Lawrence.
Table 32
Level of Prior Knowledge in Property Buying
Level Number Percent
A Lot 4 13.3
Some 13 43.3
Not Much 4 13.3
Nothing At All 9 30.0
Total 30 100.0
Nevertheless, experiences in the full spectrum of the
homebuying process were highly positive as indicated
by the tables below. First, respondents were asked
to rate the overall quality of experience in purchasing
their home (Table 33), and the vast majority said
it was “Good” or “Very Good” with only 23 percent
rating their experience as fair or bad.
Table 33
Overall Experience in Property Purchasing
Experience Number Percent
Very Good 11 36.7
Good 12 40.0
Fair 5 16.7
Bad 2 6.7
Total 30 100.0
In assessing their treatment by the lending institution,
one-half said they were treated “Very Well,” and an
additional 27 percent noted they were treated “Well”.
Only 10 percent rated their treatment as “Fair,” and
less than 7 percent said their lending institution 
treated them “Badly” (see Table 34).
Table 34
Assessment of Treatment by Lending Institution
Treatment Number Percent
Very Well 15 50.0
Well 8 26.7
Fair 3 10.0
Badly 2 6.7
No Response 2 6.7
Total 30 100.0
Respondents were asked to assess how they were 
treated by the seller of the property along with their
realtor. Table 35 indicates that 73 percent felt they were
treated “Well” or “Very Well”, evenly split between the
two categories. Only 10 percent said they were treated
“Fair,” while another seven percent said they were 
treated “Poorly”. 
Table 35
Treatment by Seller & Their Realtor
Experience Number Percent
Very Well 11 36.7
Well 11 36.7
Fair 3 10.0
Poorly 2 6.7
No Response 3 10.0
Total 30 100.0
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Respondents were asked if they experienced any 
confusion during the purchasing process as well as the
specifics about that confusion. As Table 36 indicates,
33 percent experienced some confusion. Sources of
confusion included paperwork and the closing process.
Table 36
Presence and Source of Confusion During Purchasing Property
Response Number Percent
Yes 10 33.3
No 19 63.3
No Response 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
Source of
Confusion Number Percent
The Closing 5 16.7
The Paperwork 4 13.3
Nothing At All 21 70.0
Total 30 100.0
Overall, the data seem to indicate that most of the
Latino immigrants who have purchased a home in
Lawrence during the past five years have had a positive
experience. Those surveyed were also asked if they had
provided any assistance to others also looking to 
purchase a home. Almost all (90 percent) had done so
with most of this assistance to family and friends (see
Table 37). These data show that a “diffusion” process
has taken place, where one individual, successful in 
purchasing a home in Lawrence, helped another
through the process, thereby facilitating increased
numbers of individuals and families choosing to stay
and invest in Lawrence.
Table 37
Provision of Assistance to Others on Property Ownership
Response Number Percent
Yes 27 90.0
No 2 6.7
No Response 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
Table 38
Identity of Those Providing Assistance
Identity Number Percent
Family & Friends 22 73.3
No Response 8 26.7
Total 30 100.
Findings from Key Informants
Business Profile of Key Informants
Both the sponsors of this project, The ILC, and the
research team felt it important to conduct a second 
survey within the housing market itself to capture a 
better understanding of the experiences of immigrant 
homebuyers. In this second set of interviews, 12 
representatives of the various components that comprise a
major portion of the home purchasing and selling
industry in Lawrence were interviewed (see Appendix
A for interview schedule). Among those interviewed
were mortgage brokers, real estate agents, lending 
institutions (banks), and community-based organizations
with specific services and programs designed to help
first-time homebuyers (Table 39). Most respondents
were real estate agents or provided some type of 
assistance with real estate purchase and sales. 
Twenty-five percent were with community-based 
programs for first-time homebuyers and a slightly
smaller number from lending institutions.
Table 39
Business Type
Type Number Percent
Lending Institution 2 16.7
Real Estate Agent 3 25.0
Real Estate Assistance
Purchase & Sale 4 33.3
Community Organization 3 25.0
Total 12 100.0
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Tables 40 and 41 below show respondents were asked
if they maintained any programs and/or services for
first-time homebuyers, and if so, what specifically.
About one-third provide direct education and 
training while another 40 percent plus make 
referrals to training and financing. Another 25 
percent indicated they provided no such services for 
first-time homebuyers. 
Table 40
Special Programs for First-Time Homebuyers
Program/Service Amount Percent
Education/Training 4 33.3
Referrals to Programs 2 16.7
Financing 1 8.3
Training & Financing 1 8.3
Referrals & Financing 1 8.3
None 3 25.0
Total 12 100.0
Table 41
Estimated Percentage of First-Time Homebuyers
Percent of Buyers Amount Percent
Twenty Percent or Less 1 8.3
Twenty-five - Thirty Percent 5 41.7
Thirty-one - Sixty-five Percent 2 16.7
Sixty-six or More 4 33.3
Total 12 100.0
Nevertheless, first-time homebuyers were a whopping
66 percent of the business for over one-third of 
respondents and anywhere from 31 to 65 percent for
another 17 percent of respondents.
The team then asked these respondents to approximate
the percentage of Latinos in their client base. 58 
percent of respondents said that Latinos are 
anywhere from 80 to 100 percent of their business 
(see table 42).
Table 42
Approximate Percentage of Latino Clients
Approximate Percent Number Percent
Eighty Percent or Less 5 41.7
Eighty-one - Ninety Percent 3 25.0
Ninety-one - Ninety-nine Percent 3 25.0
One Hundred Percent 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
The interviews attempted to determine the extent to
which Latino first-time homebuyers were represented
in the consumer base for local lending institutions.
Table 43 reflects what percentage they thought these
groups represented for banks and mortgage companies.
Latinos represented over 50 percent of  the business 
for 5 lending institutions, while the other 5 
estimated that it ranged from 17 to 25 percent. The
important fact of Table 43 is that all those responding
felt that Latinos represented at least 25 percent of 
the consumers for lending institutions in the area 
of mortgages. 
Table 43
Estimates of Percent Latino First-Time Homebuyers 
For Lending Institutions
Percent Latino Number Percent
Twenty-five Percent or Less 3 25.0
Twenty-six - Fifty Percent 2 16.7
Fifty-one - Ninety Percent 5 41.6
No Response 2 16.7
Total 12 100.0
These twelve representatives were then asked, based on
their knowledge of the housing field, what percentage
of the institutions’ re-financing clientele was comprised
of Latinos. According to Table 44, the majority (67 
percent) believed it totaled more than fifty percent of
the clientele. Significantly, over 40 percent estimated
that it was 90 percent or more. With low interest rates,
re-financing has been a lucrative business for lending
institutions, attorneys and brokers, and Latinos seem
to represent a large part of their consumer base.
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Table 44
Percent Latino Homeowners who Re-finance with 
Lending Institutions
Percent Latino/
Southeast Asian Number Percent
Fifty Percent or Less 2 16.7
Fifty-one to Seventy-five Percent 2 16.7
Seventy-six to Ninety Percent 1 8.3
Ninety-one Percent or more 5 41.6 
No Response 2 16.7
Total 12 100.0
Table 45
Average Amount of Mortgage for Latino Homebuyers
Amount Number Percent
$250,000 or Less 4 33.3
$251,000 to $300,000 6 50.0
$301,000 or More 1 8.3
No Response 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
We asked these key and knowledgeable informants to
estimate, based on their experiences, the average
amount borrowed for mortgages by Latinos. Table 45
indicates that 33 percent thought it was $250,000 or
less but another 50 percent estimated that it was 
anywhere from $251,000 to $300,000. Consistent
with Table 21 from the survey of property owners
themselves, the general consensus is that immigrant
homebuyers are paying top dollar for their homes 
in Lawrence.
Perceived Difficulties for Immigrant Consumers
A major area of inquiry for this second survey 
concerned perceived difficulties confronting Latino
immigrant first-time homebuyers in Lawrence. Table
46 indicates that the majority felt the most significant
difficulty was a lack of credit history in the 
United States. Forty percent felt the biggest 
difficulty was a lack of understanding the application
process. Lack of understanding of the closing process
was considered a factor by only one respondent. When
combined together, these difficulties can prevent 
many immigrants from purchasing their own homes
even if they have the money for down payment 
and closing costs as well as sufficient income 
to maintain a mortgage. 
Perhaps the greatest challenge for immigrants is 
developing an acceptable credit history. For this reason,
many first-time Latino homebuyers waited some time
before purchasing. Table 13 previously shown indicated
that more than two-thirds of the property owners 
surveyed had been in the United States 16 or more
years. Establishing a credit history is no small achievement.
Table 46
Greatest Challenges for Latino Homebuyers
Challenge Number Percent
Lack of Credit History 6 50.0
Do Not Understand
Application Process 5 41.7
Do Not Understand
Closing Process 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
Because of the lack of an acceptable credit history for
many immigrants, traditional lending institutions
refuse to extend mortgages to these families/individuals.
This has led to a burgeoning secondary mortgage
industry often referred to as the “sub-prime” industry.
Much criticism has been levied against this industry
because it often maintains higher than normal 
interest rates, applies practices considered “predatory”
and fails to adequately inform consumers of the type of
loan they are getting and the consequences if they fall
behind on payments (Kirchloff, 2004). In Lawrence
alone, the Massachusetts Community and Banking
Council data indicate that Latinos in 2003 represented
about 60 percent of the loans for home purchases and
refinancing within this sector. As such, the key 
informants in our survey were asked if they felt the 
disapproval of this sub-prime industry was justified,
and 42 percent said “Yes” (see Table 47). However, 50
percent said “No”, that the criticism was not justified.
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Table 47
Opinion About Whether There is Justification for Approval or
Disapproval of “Sub-Prime” Mortgages
Response Number Percent
Yes 5 41.7
No 6 40.0
No Response 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
Respondents were asked their opinion about why
Latinos purchased in specific neighborhoods. 
One-third indicated it was mainly for the cultural
amenities contained in those areas (see Table 48).
Another 25 percent felt it was due to affordability, while
only 17 percent said it was largely due to the property
being close to schools, hospitals and other social 
institutions. In a city like Lawrence where immigrants
represent the majority of the residents, cultural 
amenities are important, making this community a
Mecca for Latinos from all over New England.
However, it is interesting to note that the Latino 
homebuyers named affordability as their primary 
reason for buying into a particular neighborhood.
Table 48
Opinion About Reasons Why Latinos Purchase in
Particular Neighborhoods
Reason Number Percent
Cultural Amenities 4 33.3
Affordability 3 25.0
Close to Schools, Hospitals, etc. 2 16.7
Don’t Know 3 25.0
Total 12 100.0
The survey asked respondents if they felt that first-time
homebuyers in Lawrence were familiar with the various
services and/or programs available to them. Table 49
indicates that over 90 percent said they were familiar. A
follow-up question asked if they knew whether Latinos
were taking advantage of available programs/services.
There were mixed opinions. The majority (58 percent)
said “Yes” but a one-third felt this was not so (see Table
50). From these data it seems that while many 
immigrants are aware of the various initiatives available
to them as first time homebuyers, many fail to take
advantage of them. This finding has implications for
outreach by community based programs.
Table 49
Opinion About Whether Latinos Have Knowledge of
Services/Programs for First-Time Homebuyers
Response Number Percent
Yes 11 91.7
No 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
Table 50
Opinion About Whether Latinos Take Advantage of
Programs/Services for First-Time Homebuyers
Response Number Percent
Yes 7 58.3
No 4 33.3
No Response 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
Business Changes to Address Immigrant Needs
A major area of inquiry centered on whether or not
those surveyed had made (or were planning to make)
changes to accommodate the new immigrant consumer
population. The research team began by asking how
immigrant consumers found out about these businesses.
Table 51 indicates that respondents estimated that 17
percent came of their own volition, but one-third 
stated they were attracted because of special out reach
activities by the business itself. In the majority of cases,
the respondents said it was a combination of 
consumers coming on their own in concert with 
particular out reach efforts on their part.
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Table 51
Manner in Which Latinos Came to Their Business
Manner Number Percent
They Came on Their Own 2 16.7
We Reached Out to Them 4 33.3
A Little of Both 6 50.0
Total 12 100.0
In an attempt to see what effort was made to 
accommodate the immigrant community, the survey
team asked the respondents to specify what activities
and/or changes were made. Table 52 indicates that
close to 60 percent said they provided training to 
their staff; another one-third said they provided 
material in the appropriate language for consumers.
One respondent did a combination of staff training
and written material.
Table 52
Activities Provided and Changes Made 
to Work With the Latino Community
Activity/Change Number Percent
Provided Staff Training 7 58.3
Provided Written Material
In Appropriate Language 4 33.3
Combination of the Two 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
When asked what they felt was the overall experience of
their Latino clients in purchasing a home, over 90 
percent placed the experience in the “Very Good” (42
percent) and “Good” (50 percent) categories  (see Table
53). Only one respondent rated the experience as
“Fair” but refused to explain. Further query indicated
that one-half had a specific method or process for
knowing or measuring the experiences of their Latino
clientele (see Table 54). Forty-two percent said they
really had no formal way of knowing with many 
indicating they just “felt it to be the case.”
Table 53
Overall Experience of Latino Homebuyers
Experience Number Percent
Very Good 5 41.7
Good 6 50.0
Fair 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
Table 54
Whether They Have a Method or Process for 
Knowing the Experiences of Latino Homebuyers
Response Number Percent
Yes 6 50.0
No 5 41.7
No Response 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
The research team probed further and asked how many
of the employees in their respective businesses were
Latino. One-third indicated 11 or more Latino
employees, followed by 25 percent with six to ten. Still,
over 40 percent mentioned five or fewer employees of
Latino background (see Table 55). This is important
since much of the business that these organizations
maintain is directed toward and comes from the 
immigrant community. Demonstrating that they 
recognize this fact, 100 percent had plans to hire more
Latino workers (see Table 56). In an attempt to dig
deeper, the research team asked the respondents to
specify the positions they planned to fill with Latinos.
The majority said real estate brokers, 
followed by 25 percent targeting originators/processors,
and a smaller number intending to hire Latino 
clerical/entry-level employees (see Table 57).
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Table 55
Number of Latino Employees
Number of Workers Number Percent
Five or Less 5 41.7
Six to Ten 3 25.0
Eleven or More 4 33.3
Total 12 100.0
Table 56
Whether They Have Plans to Hire More Latino Workers
Response Number Percent
Yes 12 100
No 0 0
Total 12 100
Table 57
Positions Latino Employees Will Fill
Position Number Percent
Clerical/Entry-Level 2 16.7
Real Estate Broker 7 58.3
Loan Originator/
Processor 3 23.0
Total 12 100.0
When asked to what extent the Community
Reinvestment Act has assisted immigrants in getting
mortgages, there were mixed opinions. Over 40 
percent rated the assistance from “Very Little” to 
Not at All”. Only 17 percent felt it provided assistance
“To A Great Extent” and another 25 percent “To Some
Extent”. It seems that to many in the industry, this 
legislation has been instrumental in helping immigrants
and others acquire mortgages, but a significant number
question the effectiveness.
Table 58
Opinion About Extent to Which Community Reinvestment Act
Has Assisted Immigrants in Obtaining Mortgages
Response Number Percent
To a Great Extent 2 16.7
To Some Extent 3 25.0
Very Little Extent 4 33.3
Not at All 1 8.3
Don’t Know 2 16.7
Total 12 100.0
Finally, respondents were asked if they were 
willing to participate in training to further understand
the Latino community. The vast majority said they
would (see Table 59). In all, what the second survey
indicates is that housing market businesses are taking
immigrant homebuyers very seriously and making the 
necessary adjustments and investments to cater to 
this population.
Table 59
Willingness to Participate in Training to Better 
Understand The Latino Community
Response Number Percent
Yes 9 75
No 3 25
Total 12 100
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Conclusion
There are several key findings concerning the Latino
immigrant population in Lawrence. Foremost among
them is the constructive impact of Latino homebuyers
on the city’s revitalization which has been over looked.
The research team believes that immigrant Latino
homebuyers represent the “economic engine” that 
has driven and will continue to drive  Lawrence’s 
renaissance. For example, Latino immigrant home 
purchases increased by approximately 165 percent
between 1990 and 2000. Further, Latino homebuyers
are keeping much of their money in the city. 
They are purchasing goods and services from local 
vendors and professionals. They are significantly 
helping to maintain various sub-markets including
appliance centers and construction contractors.
Second, Latino homebuyers are coming from 
within the city. This burgeoning, immigrant 
middle-class brings all the cultural, economic and
social assets and benefits that they traditionally afford a
community. The issue for Lawrence is how to further
harness these benefits.
Third, the survey of Latino homebuyers shows that:
• These homebuyers are between the ages of 25
and 40 with a disproportionate number of
them being female.
• Seventy percent of those surveyed had been in
the United States for more than 16 years.
• Two-thirds of these immigrant homebuyers 
were already American citizens.
• Immigrant homebuyers are somewhat equally
distributed among the various neighborhoods
of the city with most listing “Affordability”
as the major reason for purchasing in a 
particular area. 
• Forty-three percent paid between $151,000
and $300,000 for their home.
• Forty-seven percent made down payments of
between $5,001 and $10,001; 40 percent spent
between $3,001 and $6,001 in closing costs.
• In the majority of cases (57 percent), savings
was the source for financing the purchase 
of homes.
• Fifty-percent paid between $1,000 and
$10,000 for home repairs and appliances
before moving in; 30 percent hired the 
services of a professional for home repairs.
Fourth, these findings de-bunk the myths that Latino
immigrants have little interest in staying in the United
States or in becoming American citizens. That so many
are investing their hard-earned money in Lawrence
demonstrates the level of their commitment to the city,
Massachusetts and the country as a whole. Further, the
money spent on the actual purchase of a home, 
repairing it and installing new appliances attests to the
higher level of monetary investment that stays in the
local economy. 
Inquiries on the purchasing experiences of Latino
immigrants revealed that:
• Fifty-seven percent used a real estate agent to
purchase their home.
• Seventy-seven percent noted that they had a
“Good” or “Very Good” overall experience in
the purchase of their home.
• In the majority of cases, Latino homebuyers
rated their treatment by lending institutions
and the seller as “Good” and “Very Good”.
• The majority (63 percent) said they had not
experienced confusion when it came to buying
their home.
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These findings indicate that, despite what can 
often be a frightening and stressful endeavor, the 
experiences of these homebuyers were positive. 
The second part of this research initiative was 
interviews with key informants from the housing
industry. Indications are that many activities and
investments have been made to provide services to the
increasing number of immigrant clients. The major
findings are:
• First-time homebuyers represented 25 percent
or more of their clientele in over a third of 
the cases.
• Immigrant clientele amounted to 70 percent or
more in 40 percent of the cases. 
• On average, immigrant homebuyers pay
$250,000 or more for their homes.
• A lack of credit hampers many immigrant 
first-time homebuyers, and a significant 
number were confused by the application and
closing processes.
• Forty-two percent noted that criticism of the
secondary or “sub-prime” mortgage industry 
as “predatory” was justified.
• Most respondents felt that first-time 
homebuyers were familiar with the various
services and/or programs of assistance at 
their disposal, and slightly over half felt 
these customers were taking advantage of 
such assistance.
• Fifty-eight percent had made staffing changes
to accommodate their new immigrant 
consumers with the same percent indicating
they had between five and eleven employees
who culturally and linguistically represented
their immigrant clientele.
• All noted they planned to hire employees of
similar cultural and linguistic backgrounds as
that of their immigrant clientele; 58 percent
would be real estate agents.
• Two-thirds indicated that they provide 
information to immigrant consumers in their
native languages.
The data in this report clearly show the significant, 
positive impact that Latino immigrant homeowners are
having on the City of Lawrence. Besides the 
obvious impact on the housing field by their 
purchases, these individuals and families are positively
affecting the cultural, economic and social fabric of the
community. To ignore this new middle-class and their
positive contributions is to ignore their role in 
revitalizing the city.

Lowell, Massachusetts
Mixed residential and commercial area Typical homes
Typical single family home Newly renovated multi - family homes
Immigrant Homebuyers in
Lowell, Massachusetts:
Contributing to the
Revitalization of the City
Demographic Profile
Census Data Show a Changing Immigrant
Community in Lowell
Map I provides a visual presentation of the significant
increases in Lowell’s immigrant population between
1990 and 2000 in most of the city’s census tracts. Map
II shows the current percent of foreign-born in those 
same census tracts and Table 1 provides further data
showing large racial and ethnic changes in the city
between 1990 and 2000.
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Map I
Map II: Foreign Born Proportion of Total Population in Lowell, Massachusetts (2000)
Table 1
Population of Lowell, Massachusetts by Race and Ethnicity by Census Tract (1990 & 2000)
Tot Pop Tot Pop White White Black Black Asians Asians Latino Latino
Census Tract 1990 2000 1990 1990 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 
25017310100 3340 3881 2172 2500 179 427 559 380 726 1257
25017310200 6137 6070 5713 5209 38 269 197 258 236 610
25017310300 5757 6157 5292 4774 44 329 218 435 169 966
25017310400 3540 3581 2743 2450 105 210 381 470 522 860
25017310500 3396 3353 3150 2726 20 191 199 335 85 241
25017310601 4679 5392 4315 4464 79 256 240 622 120 313
25017310602 5771 5610 5322 4837 98 196 297 408 147 220
25017310700 4207 4516 3439 2965 112 354 492 903 426 710
25017310800 2679 2516 1998 1672 44 119 438 409 231 524
25017311000 2927 2576 1654 1286 86 233 459 405 1152 1280
25017311100 2991 2464 1186 837 26 216 1228 1142 725 689
25017311200 3195 3374 1647 1259 150 176 1166 1709 464 558
25017311300 3519 3954 2947 2265 40 270 417 1231 190 334
25017311400 5394 5857 4117 3594 280 262 755 1765 271 570
25017311500 2684 2908 2498 2027 12 47 174 816 6 66
25017311600 4911 5099 4449 4012 22 169 253 748 280 382
25017311700 4375 4923 3515 2823 118 248 525 1623 245 416
25017311800 3324 3516 2168 1459 111 254 833 1527 352 573
25017311900 3129 2666 2251 1786 143 192 457 264 667 657
25017312000 3148 2977 2398 1977 112 88 445 521 606 621
25017312100 3221 3112 2408 2059 76 141 647 735 334 431
25017312200 4776 4741 3715 3273 177 228 418 827 749 768
25017312300 5003 5004 4755 4499 61 168 53 292 252 228
25017312400 2598 2424 1879 1489 83 81 484 323 730 825
25017312501 4527 4497 4301 3893 40 89 110 256 207 329
25017312502 4292 3999 4078 3706 37 10 105 274 197 102
Total 103520 105167 84110 73841 2293 5223 11550 18678 10089 14530
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What these maps and data do not show is that the city’s
renaissance and regeneration have occurred as a direct
result of efforts by residents committed to staying in
the city. In part, the revitalization of Lowell has been
accelerated by the new Latino and Southeast Asian
home owners. Lowell’s economic revitalization is largely
dependent on immigrant Latino and Southeast Asian
individuals and families. These individuals and 
families are in essence “urban stayers” and not 
“gentrifiers” (Palen, 2005). This fact is clear from Table
2, which indicates that between 1990 and 2000 the
number of owner-occupied housing units among
Latino and Southeast Asian immigrants grew 
significantly. Between 1990 and 2000, Latino 
homeowners grew by 82 percent and the number 
of Southeast Asian homeowner jumped by a 
164 percent. These increases in home ownership
among Latino and Southeast Asian immigrants 
indicate an emerging shift in the city’s class structure
from a predominance of poor residents to a burgeoning
working/middle-class.
Table 2
Number of Owner Occupied Units:Asians, Latinos,
and Total Origin Lowell, Massachusetts (1990 & 2000)
Number &
Origin 1990 2000 Percent Change
Asians 434 1,145 711 (163.8%)
Hispanics 381 694 313 (82.2%)
Total/All Races 15,508 16,330
Overall the Southeast Asian population in Lowell
increased from 11,550 in 1990 to 18,678 in 2000.
Concurrent with this population increase was a 
significant boost in educational attainment. There was
an 87 percent increase in those obtaining a high school
diploma including a GED. Table 3 also indicates large
increases in Southeast Asians obtaining college and
advanced degrees: an 85 percent increase in Associates
degrees; 177 percent increase in Bachelor degrees and a
77 percent increase in Graduate and Professional
degrees. The fact that the increases were so significant
at each level is important because it proves that the
Southeast Asian population is much more 
educated than some stereotypes and myths would lead
one to believe.
Table 3
Educational Attainment: Asians
Lowell, Massachusetts (1990 & 2000)
Number &
Education Level 1990 2000 Percent Change
High School Diploma
(Including GED) 848 1,583 735 (86.7%)
Some College
(No College) 561 729 168 (29.9%)
Associate’s Degree 192 356 164 (85.4%)
Bachelor’s Degree 420 1,165 745 (177.4%)
Graduate/ Professional
Degree 534 943 409 (76.6%) 
Higher educational levels are usually associated with
higher incomes, and the data in Table 4 support this.
Latino and Southeast Asian household incomes
increased significantly at the higher levels while lower
level incomes either remained the same or decreased.
For example, the earnings among Southeast Asians
more than doubled for earnings between $35,000 to
$74,999. In addition, Latino and Southeast Asian
households with income levels considered upper 
middle-class ($75,000 to $99,999 and $100,000 or
more), increased dramatically by 1999. For many of
these households the increase in income can be 
attributed to multiple jobs held by one individual
and/or more than one adult wage earner. Along with
increases in income there is an overall increase in 
per capita income of 38 percent (see Table 5).
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Table 4
Household Income Among Asians and Latinos
Lowell, Massachusetts (1989 and 1999)
Asians Hispanics
Income Range 1989 1999 1989 1999
$10,000 to $24,999 688 682 2,279 1,200
$25,000 to $34,999 380 441 1,025 666
$35,000 to $74,999 684 1,787 1,341 1,220
$75,000 to $99,999 130 526 58 318
$100,000 or more 54 361 38 187
Table 5
Per Capita Income
Lowell, Massachusetts (1989 and 1999)
Number &
1989 1999 Percent Change
12,701 17,557 4,856 (38.2%)
Data on household and per capita income are 
important in understanding the true earning power of
homeowners among Latino and Southeast Asian 
immigrants. It exposes the myth that all within this
segment of the community are poor. It is from the
ranks of these higher income brackets that homebuyers
come. They can afford down payments, closing costs,
mortgages, home repairs and major appliances. In
essence, they spread their wealth throughout the local
economy and housing market. 
Many of the new immigrant homeowners are also local
entrepreneurs maintaining small businesses that cater
to the cultural and ethnic necessities of their 
community as verified by Santiago (2004). In other
words, immigrant entrepreneurs and homeowners are
often the same person. This means that there are fewer
professional and management residents in the mix of
homebuyers. Table 6 verifies that there are fewer people
in these occupations in the city overall.
Table 6
Number of People in Professional And Managerial Occupations
Lowell, Massachusetts (1990 and 2000)
Number &
1990 2000 Percent Change
24,644 20,986 3,658 (-14.8%)
These census data above have thus far indicated an
increasing middle-class within the city’s major 
immigrant groups (Latino and Southeast Asian). This
new class, predominantly entrepreneurs, maintains
many of the same characteristics found among the new
middle class residents who have flocked to urban
neighborhoods in many cities. Unlike traditional
noblesse classes moving into urban centers, the Latino
and Southeast Asian home owners of Lowell represent
unique groups, predominantly composed of business
owners, with some professionals and managers in the
mix, choosing to stay in the city.
With the overall profile of the Latino and Southeast
Asian immigrant population changing, we see a 
metamorphosis of this segment of the community from
a predominantly poor enclave to one with elements of
middle-class status.
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The Latino and Southeast Asian
Homebuyers and Their Purchasing
Experience
Who these Latinos and Southeast Asians are as well as
their experiences in purchasing homes has not been
explored extensively. To capture a picture of these
homebuyers and their experiences, 32 in-depth 
interviews were conducted in homes, offices, local 
coffee shops and community-based agencies. The
interview schedule included 42 questions in the 
categories of demographics, property ownership 
information and purchasing experience (see appendix
A). The responses are displayed here in table form for
rapid access to the replies for each question. Fifty-three
percent of respondents were Latino and 47 percent
were Southeast Asian (See Table 7). It should be noted
that, unlike other cities in the region, Lowell’s 
immigrant population is quite diverse. These two
groups were selected because they represent the largest
influx of recent immigrant*.
Table 7
Race/Ethnicity
Race/Ethnicity Number Percent
Latino 17 53.1
S.E.Asian 15 46.9
Total 32 100.0
Table 8 shows the ethnic backgrounds of those 
interviewed. Latinos were from Puerto Rico* and the
Dominican Republic; Southeast Asians were from
Cambodia and Vietnam. Just over half of the 
homebuyers in the sample were female (see Table 9).
Table 8
Country of Origin
Country Number Percent
Puerto Rico* 7 21.9
Dominican Republic 4 12.5
Vietnam 1 3.1
Cambodia 14 43.8
Other 6 18.8
Total 32 100.0
Table 9
Gender/Sex
Race/Ethnicity Number Percent
Male 15 46.9
Female 17 53.3
Total 32 100.0
Most had moderate incomes: 31 percent in the
$15,000 to $35,000 range; two-thirds had incomes
ranging from $35,001 to $50,000 and $50,000 or
more. (see Table 10). 
Table 10
Income Level
Level Number Percent
$15,000 or Less 1 3.1
$15,001 - $35,000 10 31.3
$35,001 - $50,000 14 43.8
$50,001 or More 7 21.9
Total 32 100.0
The majority had already attained U.S. citizenship.
Those who said they were not yet citizens had plans to
become citizens. This could be an added reason for
investing in a home (see Table 11).
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* Although Puerto Ricans are not immigrants, but citizens of the United States, the research team decided to include a small number from this group in the interviews.
Table 11
American Citizenship
Citizenship Number Percent
Yes 18 56.3
No 14 43.8
Total 32 100.0
Just over half indicated they sent money back to their
former country. For many there are still strong ties with
family and loved ones in their country of origin.
However, a surprisingly high percentage indicated that
they do not send money back home (see Table 12).
Table 12
Whether They Send Money Back Home
Response Number Percent
Yes 16 50
No 15 46.9
No Response 1 3.1
Total 32 100.0
Table 13 indicates the type of property respondents
owned. The majority had purchased single-family
homes, but 44 percent purchased two family homes.
Table 13
Type of Property
Type Number Percent
Single Family 16 50
Two Family 14 43.8
Triple Decker 1 3.1
Other 1 3.1
Total 32 100.0
Table 14 shows that for each type of property (single,
two family, and triple decker) the number of
individuals residing in them did not indicate over
crowding. While 10 said they had 6-10 individuals in
their single family home, most of these were children.
Unlike most Americans, a large family among these
immigrants is an indication that one is doing well.
Further, while the nuclear family is the predominant
structure for most Americans, for these immigrants the
extended family is very important too. 
Table 14
Number of People Living in Dwelling by Type of Property
Number
of Single Two Triple Total &
People Family Family Decker Other Column %
3 to 5 10 (50) 7 (58.3) 1 (100) 18 (54.5)
6 to 10 10 (50) 5 (41.7) 15 (45.5)
11 to 13
14 to 15
More than 15 20 12
Total & Row
Percent (60.6) (36.4) 1 (100) 33 (100)
When asked the specific neighborhood in which their
home was located, the interviews indicated that over
one third are in the Acre district, with another 15 and
13 percent in Pawtucketville and South Lowell 
neighborhoods respectively. Latino and Southeast
Asian homebuyers have concentrated within specific
neighborhoods giving these Lowell communities a
unique cultural“flavor” found in no other locations (see
Table 15). Most cited “Affordability and Family” as the
reason for buying in a particular neighborhood
although “Affordability” alone was the primary factor
for a significant number (see Table 16).
Table 15
Neighborhood Property Located
Lowell
Neighborhood Number Percent
Acre District 11 34.4
Highlands District 1 3.1
Pawtucketville 5 15.6
Belvedere District 1 3.1
Centerville District 1 3.1
South Lowell 4 12.5
Other 9 28.2
Total 32 100.0
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Table 16
Reasons for Buying in Particular Neighborhood
Reason Number Percent
Near to Family 1 3.1
Affordability 9 28.1
Close to Amenities 4 12.5
Family & Affordability 13 40.7
Affordability & Amenities 4 12.5
Other 1 3.1
Total 32 100.0
In most cases Latinos and Southeast Asians are recent
homebuyers with 69 percent indicating that they
owned their property for five years or less (see Table
17). When coupled with the fact that the majority are
also American citizens, purchasing their homes in
Lowell suggests that many are committed to the city.
The vast majority paid between $151,000 and
$300,000; nine percent paid $50,000 or less and three
percent paid $150,000 or less. 12.5 percent paid
$300,000 or more (see Table 18). These prices are not
consistent with the common impression that the 
cost of purchasing a home in Lowell is affordable 
compared to some surrounding communities. To
afford mortgages for homes at these prices requires a 
middle-class income.
Table 17
Length of Time Property Owned
Number of
Years Number Percent
1 - 5 Years 22 68.8
6 - 10 Years 4 12.5
11 or More 5 15.6
No Response 1 3.1
Total 32 100.0
Table 18
Type of Property
Cost Number Percent
$50,000 or Less 3 9.4
$51,000 - $150,000 1 3.1
$151,000 - $300,000 24 75
$300,000 or More 4 12.5
Total 32 100.0
Down payments were significant. Forty-one percent
put down $5000 to $10,000 and another 22 percent
put down $10,000 or more (Table 19). Adding the
amount of closing costs (Table 22), in which over half
paid from $3,001-$6,001 or more, it becomes clear
that Latino and Southeast Asian homebuyers had to
amass considerable amounts of money. 
Table 19
Amount of Down Payment
Amount Number Percent
No Down Payment 5 15.6
$2,000 - $5,000 5 15.6
$5,001 - $10,000 13 40.7
$10,001 or More 7 21.9
No Response/
Did Not Know 2 6.2
Total 32 100.0
Table 20
Amount of Closing Costs
Amount Number Percent
Nothing 7 21.9
$1,000 - $3,000 6 18.7
$3,001 - $6,000 13 40.7
$6,001 or More 4 12.5
No Response/
Did Not Know 2 6.3
Total 32 100.0
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Social programs were a major resource by which Latino
and Southeast Asian immigrant homebuyers 
financed their down payment and closing costs (See
Table 21). However, an additional 44 percent financed
through savings alone or savings and other sources.
Table 21
Method of Financing Down Payment and Closing Costs
Method Number Percent
Gift (Family/Friends) 0 0
Social Program 11 34.4
Government Program 5 15.6
Savings 7 21.9
Loan 0 0
Savings and Other 7 21.8
Other 0 0
No Response 2 6.3
Total 32 100.0
The Latino and Southeast Asian homebuyers were
asked about the condition of the property when 
purchased. It was an equal split of 28 percent each
between homes that needed many repairs and homes
ready for occupancy. An additional 38 percent had to
fix some basic things (see Table 22). This means that 
two-thirds of the homebuyers had to expend 
additional funds to get their newly purchased home in
the acceptable condition and these funds were distributed
throughout the local and regional economies.
Table 22
Condition of Property When Purchased
Condition Number Percent
Needs Lots of Repairs 9 28.1
Had to Fix Basic Things 12 37.5
It Was Ready to be Moved Into 9 28.1
Other 1 3.1
No Response 1 3.1
Total 32 100.0
The amount of dollars flowing into these economies
for repairs are significant. Over 30 percent spent 
$1000 to $5000 but another 12 percent spent up to 
$10,000. Another 19 percent spent $10,000 or more 
(see Table 23).
Table 23
Amount Spent on Repairs
Amount Number Percent
Zero Expenses 12 37.5
$1,000 - $5,000 10 31.3
$5,001 - $10,000 4 12.5
$10,001 or More 6 18.7
Total 32 100.0
Table 24
Places Where Repair Materials And Appliances Purchased
Establishment Number Percent
Home Depot 23 71.9
Home Depot & Lowes 1 3.1
Home Depot & Appliance Store 1 3.1
Home Depot & Department Store 1 3.1
Other 6 18.8
Total 32 100.0
When asked where they spent their repair and 
appliance dollars, the buyers mentioned Home Depot
most often. Home Depot was mentioned in every 
category with 72 percent responding that they had
made their purchases in this business exclusively (see
Table 24). While one might argue that dollars for 
supplies left the city, the fact that area Home Depots
employ many Lowell residents reverses the outflow of
these dollars to a certain degree. Appendix E shows that
in 2002, consumer spending among Lowell 
residents totaled over 1.7 billion dollars. In the two
census tracts with the highest proportion of foreign-born,
the amount spent by consumers is also considerable. A
significant number of these dollars went for household
services, furnishings and appliances. 
The Latino and Southeast Asian homebuyers were
asked who did most of their repairs. While over 
one-third did their own repairs, another 25 percent
hired professionals. The fact that a professional is often
hired is important because it indicates that the funds
for labor and supplies remain in the local community’s
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economy. Many of these repair dollars came from 
savings. (see Table 25 and 26).
Table 25
Individual(s) Who Made Repairs
Individual(s) Number Percent
Property Owner 11 34.4
Professional 8 25
Friends 1 3.1
Family 3 9.4
Owner & Friends 1 3.1
Owner & Family 1 3.1
Owner, Professional, & Friends 1 3.1
No Response 6 18.8
Total 32 100.0
Table 26
Source of Money for Repairs
Method Number Percent
Savings 11 34.4
Gift/Loan from Family/Friends 5 15.6
Borrowed When Purchased
Home 2 6.3
Other 3 9.3
Not Applicable 11 34.4
Total 30 100.0
The Purchasing Experience
Purchasing a home in Massachusetts is a very complex
and often confusing endeavor. For many individuals
and their families, this experience can be very burdensome
and stressful. For this reason, a major area of inquiry
was devoted to piecing together an overview of the
home purchasing experience of immigrants. We first
asked respondents if they had used a real estate agent to
locate and purchase their home and the overwhelming
majority did use an agent (Table 27).
Table 27
Use of Real Estate Broker
Response Number Percent
Yes 25 78.1
No 7 21.9
Total 32 100.0
The majority of homebuyers had knowledge about
purchasing property with 15 percent of that majority
having “a lot of knowledge”. Still, another 44 percent
responded “that they had little or no knowledge”. This
indicates that a significant number of individuals in
Lowell might still be in need of information concerning
home purchasing. Nevertheless, most homebuyers were
pleased with their overall experience in purchasing
their homes. (Tables 28 and 29).
Table 28
Level of Knowledge Prior to Purchasing Property
Level Number Percent
A Lot 5 15.6
Some 13 40.6
Not Much 6 18.8
Nothing At All 8 25
Total 32 100.0
Table 29
Overall Experience in Property Purchasing
Experience Number Percent
Very Good 7 21.9
Good 15 46.9
Fair 7 21.9
Bad 3 9.3
Total 32 100.0
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Respondents were also pleased with treatment by the
lending institution with over 80 percent reporting that
the treatment as good or very good (Table 30).
Table 30
Assessment of Treatment by Lending Institution
Treatment Number Percent
Very Good 7 21.9
Good 19 59.4
Fair 4 12.5
Bad 1 3.1
No Response 1 3.1
Total 32 100.0
Respondents were asked if they experienced any 
confusion during the purchasing process as well as the
source of their confusion. One half had experienced
confusion with most noting the closing and paperwork
as the cause.
Table 31
Presence and Source of Confusion During Purchasing Property
Response Number Percent
Yes 16 50
No 14 43.8
No Response 2 6.3
Total 32 100.0
Source of
Confusion Number Percent
The Closing 6 18.8
The Paperwork 10 31.2
Nothing At All 14 43.7
No Response 2 6.3
Total 30 100.0
Overall, the data seem to indicate that immigrants who
have purchased a home in Lowell during the past five
years have had a positive experience. Moreover, many
have provided assistance to others about homebuying
(see Table 32). This shows that a diffusion process has
taken place where one individual successful in purchasing
a home helped another. 
Table 32
Provision of Assistance to Others on Property Ownership
Assistance Provided Number Percent
Yes 21 65.6
No 10 31.3
No Response 1 3.1
Total 32 100.0
Findings from Key Informants
Business Profile of Key Informants
The Immigrant Learning Center, Inc., the sponsor of
this project, and members of the research team felt it
was important to conduct a second set of interviews
within the housing market itself in order to obtain a
broader understanding of experiences among 
immigrant homebuyers. In this second phase, 12
representatives of the various components  of the home
purchasing and selling industry were interviewed (see
Appendix A for interview questions). Among those
interviewed were mortgage brokers, real estate agents,
lending institution, and community based non-profit
organizations with specific services and programs
designed to help first time homebuyers. The primary
responders were real estate agents and another 25 
percent were real estate businesses that also provided
services under the rubric of assistance with purchase
and sales. The remainder was community-based 
programs for first-time homebuyers See Table 33).
Table 33
Business Type
Type Number Percent
Lending Institution 2 16.7
Real Estate Agent 5 41.7
Real Estate Assistance
Purchase & Sale 3 24.9
Community Organization 2 16.7
Total 12 100.0
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The respondents were asked if they maintained any
programs or services for first time homebuyers and
what those services were. One third do referrals to 
first-time homebuying programs while the remainder
was distributed across a number of options including 
education/training, training and financing and referrals
and financing (see Table 34).
Table 34
Programs/Services for First-Time Homebuyers
Program/Service Amount Percent
Education/Training 1 8.3
Referrals to Programs 4 33.3
Financing 2 16.7
Training & Financing 3 25
Referrals & Financing 2 16.7
Nothing At All 0 0
Total 12 100.0
Respondents were asked to estimate the percentage of
Asians/Latinos in the consumer base. Most estimated
25 percent or less. (see Table 35).
Table 35
Approximate Percent Asian/Latino Consumers for 
Lending Institutions
Approximate % Number Percent
25% or Less 9 75.1
26% to 50% 1 8.3
51% or More 1 8.3
No Response 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
The majority of respondents estimated that the average
amount borrowed by Asians/Latinos was $250,000 or
less although one-third estimated the amount at
$251,000 to $300,000. These estimates are consistent
with the amount paid as reported by the immigrant
homebuyers themselves in Table 18. The general 
consensus was that immigrant homebuyers in Lowell
are paying top dollar for their homes.
Perceived Difficulties for Immigrant Consumers
A major area of inquiry concerned perceived difficulties
confronting Latino and Southeast Asian immigrant
first time homebuyers. The vast majority of immigrants
felt the most significant difficulty was a lack of credit
history in the United States. Other factors such as
misunderstanding of application and closing processes
were cited by a few (See Table 36).
Table 36
Perception as About Greatest Challenges for Asian/Latino
Homebuyers
Challenge Number Percent
Lack of Credit History 9 75.1
Do Not Understand
Application Process 1 8.3
Do Not Understand
Closing Process 1 8.3
Other 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
When combined, these difficulties can prevent many
immigrants from purchasing their own homes even if
they have the money for down payments and closing
costs as well as sufficient income to maintain a 
mortgage. Nevertheless, the greatest challenge for 
immigrants is an acceptable credit history. 
Traditional lending institutions refuse to extend 
mortgages to immigrant families and individuals who
lack an acceptable credit history. This has led to a 
burgeoning secondary mortgage industry often referred
to as the “sub-prime” industry. Much criticism has
been levied against this industry because many 
members charge higher than normal interest rates, at
times engaging in what many consider predatory
lending practices. In addition, some sub-prime lenders
fail to adequately inform the consumer of the type of
loan they are getting as well as consequences if they
default on the mortgage (Kirchloff, S.,2004). In
Lowell,Massachusetts Community and Banking
Council 2003 data indicate that Latinos represented
about 64% of the loans for home purchases and 
42I M M I G R A N T  H O M E B U Y E R S  I N  L A W R E N C E  A N D  L O W E L L ,  M A S S A C H U S E T T S
refinancing provided by the sub-prime industry. For
this reason, the key informants were asked if they felt
the criticism of the sub-prime industry was justified.
Two-thirds responded that they felt the criticism was
justified (see Table 37).
Table 37
Whether Criticism of “Sub-Prime” Mortgages is Justified
Response Number Percent
Yes 8 66.7
No 4 33.3
Total 12 100.0
The interviews then turned to questions about why
immigrant homebuyers purchased in specific 
neighborhoods. Most respondents cited affordability
although family and friends and cultural amenities
were also cited as reasons (see Table 38). In a city like
Lowell, where the immigrant population concentrates
in specific neighborhoods, the cultural amenities found
within these sectors of the city are important. This
makes these neighborhoods the Mecca for Latinos and
Southeast Asians from all over New England. Within
these enclaves there can still be found affordable homes
for households that maintain two or more incomes.
Table 38
Opinion About Reasons as to Why Asians/Latinos Purchase in
Particular Neighborhoods
Reason Number Percent
Cultural Amenities 2 16.7
Affordability 8 66.6
Close to Schools, Hospitals, etc. 0 00
Family/Friends 2 16.7
Total 12 100.0
All respondents did feel that Asian/Latino first 
time homebuyers in Lowell were familiar with the 
various services and/or programs available to them and
that they did take advantage of those programs 
(see Tables 39 and 40). 
Table 39
Opinion About Whether Asians/Latinos Know of Programs for First
Time Homebuyers According to Key Informants
Response Number Percent
Yes 12 100
No 0 0
Total 12 100.0
Table 40
Opinion About Whether They Think Asians/Latinos Take Advantage 
of Programs for First-Time Homebuyers
Response Number Percent
Yes 12 100
No 0 0
Total 12 100.0
Business Changes to Address to Immigrant Needs
A major area of inquiry focused on whether respondents
had made or were planning to make changes in their
businesses to accommodate the new immigrant 
consumer population. The research team began by
asking how Latino and/or Southeast Asian consumers
came to their businesses. The attempt was to gauge
how immigrant consumers found out about these
businesses, and Table 41 indicates that respondents felt
they were attracted primarily by special out-reach 
activities by the business. Another one-third felt they
came in on their own and the remainder said it was a
combination of both outreach and their own volition 
(see Table 41).
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Table 41
Manner in Which Asians/Latinos Came to Their Business
Manner Number Percent
On Their Own 4 33.3
We Reached Out 6 50
A Little of Both 2 16.7 
Total 12 100.0
Because most respondents reported that special 
outreach was an important avenue for attracting 
immigrant consumers, they were asked to specify what
activities and/or changes had been undertaken. 
One-half said they made staff training available to their
workers; some provided material in the appropriate
language for consumers; and some did a combination
of the two. One half of respondents also had a method
for assessing the experience of Asian-Latino customers.
(Tables 42 and 43)
Table 42
Activities Provided and Changes Made to Work With 
Asian /Latino Community
Activity/Change Number Percent
Staff Training 6 50
Written Material in
Appropriate Language 2 16.7
Combination of the Two 2 16.7
Hired Appropriate Staff 2 16.7 
Total 12 100.0
Table 43
Whether They Have a Method or Process for Knowing 
Experiences of Asian/Latino Homebuyers 
Response Number Percent
Yes 6 50
No 6 50
Total 12 100.0
The presence of Asian and Latino employees is also an
important strategy. Although over 90 percent of the
businesses employed five or less such employees, 
two-thirds were planning to hire more Asian/Latino
employees with one-half targeted at broker and 
loan officer positions. Another one-half targeted 
clerical/entry level positions (see Tables 44, 45 and 46).
Table 44
Number of Asian/Latino Employees
Number of Workers Number Percent
Five or Less 11 91.7
Six to Ten 0 0
Eleven or More 1 8.3
Total 12 100.0
Table 45
Whether They Have Plans to Hire More Asian/Latino Employees
Response Number Percent
Yes 8 66.7
No 4 33.3
Total 12 100.0
Table 46
Positions to Which Asian/Latino Employees Will Fill
Position Number Percent
Clerical/Entry Level 6 50
Real Estate Broker 4 33.3
Loan Originator/
Processor 2 16.7
Total 12 100.0
When asked to what extent the Community
Reinvestment Act has assisted immigrants in getting
mortgages, there were mixed opinions. One-quarter 
cited “to some extent” but the remainder were scattered
in their perceptions from no impact to impacting
immigrants getting mortgages “to a great extent”. (see
Table 47).
Table 47
Perceptions about Extent to Which Community Reinvestment Act
Has Assisted Immigrants in Obtaining Mortgages
Response Number Percent
To a Great Extent 1 8.3
To Some Extent 3 25
Very Little Extent 1 8.3
Not at All 1 8.3
Don’t Know 6 50
Total 12 100.0
Finally, respondents were asked if they were willing to
participate in training to further understand the
Asian/Latino community. Over two-thirds responded
that they would participate in such training. In all, this
second phase of interviews focusing on representatives
from the housing market indicates that many are 
taking the needs and potential business of immigrant
homebuyers very seriously. They are making necessary
adjustments and investments to effectively engage with
the immigrant population (see Table 48).
Table 48
Willingness to Participate in Training to Better Understand 
The Asian/Latino Community
Response Number Percent
Yes 8 66.7
No 4 33.3
Total 12 100.0
45L O W E L L ,  M A S S A C H U S E T T S
Conclusion
There are several key findings concerning the Latino
and Southeast Asian immigrant population in Lowell.
The first finding is that immigrants are helping to fuel
the housing market. This suggests that immigrant
homebuyers must be considered a major component of
the city’s economic engine. Immigrant home 
purchases increased significantly between 1990 and
2000: by 82% among Latinos and 164% among 
Southeast Asians. As new homeowners, immigrants are 
contributing to the overall income of the city through
property taxes. By purchasing goods and services from
local vendors and professionals, they help maintain 
various sub-markets. We see the existence of the 
demographic and economic ingredients necessary for
the continued revitalization of the city. The influx of
Latino and Southeast Asian immigrants strongly 
contributes to Lowell’s continued cultural enrichment,
demographic growth and economic success. It is these
immigrant groups that greatly impact home ownership
in the city. Future plans for Lowell’s development must
address the concerns and acknowledge the contributions
of immigrants.
Secondly, immigrant homebuyers in Lowell, as is the
case in Lawrence, are “urban stayers”; that is, they
already have roots in their communities. In addition to
these findings, the survey results indicate that:
• Homebuyers are between the ages of 25 and 40
with a higher percentage of females.
• 91 percent of those surveyed have been in the
United States from 7 to 30 years.
• More than 50 percent of these immigrant
homebuyers are already American citizens.
• Immigrant homebuyers are distributed among
specific neighborhoods of the city with most
listing “Family and Affordability” as the major
reason for purchasing in a particular area. 
• 75 percent paid $151,000 and $300,000 for
their home.
• 41 percent put down payments of $5,001 -
$10,001; and another 41 percent typically
spent from $3,001 - $6,001 in closing costs.
• Community-based social programs were a
major source of financing for the purchase of
their home.
• Upon moving into their new home, 44 percent
paid between $1,000 - $10,000 for home
repairs and appliances; and 30 percent hired
the services of a professional for home repairs.
These findings tend to debunk the notion that 
immigrants are taking more than they are giving to
their communities. Many do intend to become 
citizens. The fact that so many immigrants are investing
in Lowell demonstrates the level of commitment they
have to help rebuild the city. 
The purchasing experiences among the interviewed
Latino and Southeast Asian immigrants reveal that:
• 78 percent used a real estate agent to purchase
their home.
• 69 percent noted that they had a “Good” or
“Very Good” overall experience in purchasing
their home.
• In the majority of cases, homebuyers rated their
treatment by lending institutions and the seller
as “Good” and “Very Good.”
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• 50 percent said they experienced no confusion
when it came to buying their home.
These findings indicate that the experiences of these
homebuyers were positive overall. 
The second part of this research initiative was a set of
interviews with key informants from the housing
industry. The results show that:
• Immigrant homebuyers represent a major 
portion of their clientele. 
• On average, immigrant homebuyers pay
$250,000 or more for their homes.
• A lack of credit history hampers many 
immigrant first-time homebuyers. To a lesser
degree, confusion about the application and
closing processes is an obstacle.
• Many are concerned about the secondary 
or “sub-prime” mortgage industry and 
“predatory” behavior.
• About half of the respondents had made
staffing changes to accommodate their new
immigrant consumers with most indicating
they employed workers who were culturally
and linguistically representative of immigrant
clientele.
The data in this report illustrate the positive impact
that the Latino and Southeast Asian immigrant 
homebuyers are having on the City of Lowell. But 
this is not simply as new homebuyers. These 
individuals and families are culturally and economically
enriching the social fabric of the city. These facts are
too important to ignore in any revitalization plans for
Lowell’s future.
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Appendix A: 
Interview Schedule 
Immigrant Homebuyers
Case Number:__________
Community: ____1. Lawrence 
I. Demographics
1. Race/Ethnicity 
___1. White ___2. Latino
___3. African American ___4. Asian
2. Age______
3. Gender/Sex ___1. Male ___ 2. Female
4. Educational Level:
___1. 0-8th grade ___5. Some college
___2. 9th-12th grade (no diploma)___6. Associates Degree
___3. High school grad.           ___7. Bachelors Degree
___4. GED ___8. Beyond a Bachelors
5. Approximate annual income: (Show income card)
___1. $15,000 or less ___2. $15,001-$35,000
___3. $35,001-$50,000 ___4. $50,001-$75,000
___5. More than $75,000
6. How well does owner know English? (let respondents assess themselves)
___1. Excellent ___2. Good
___3. Fair ___4. Poor
7. Country of origin: __________________
8. How long have you been in this country? _______________
9. Are you an American citizen? ___1. Yes ___2. No
10. Do you plan to eventually go back and live in your country? ___1. Yes ___2. No
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11. Do you send money back home? ___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, how much, and how often? (Specify) _________________________________________________
II. Property Ownership Information (Primary Residence)
12. In what neighborhood of the city is your primary residential property located?
___1. Arlington District ___4. Prospect Hill
___2. Tower Hill ___5. Other(Specify:____________)
___3. South Lawrence
13. How many individuals live in this property? _____________
14. Type of property:
___1. Single family ___2. Commercial/Retail
___3. Two family ___4. Triple decker
___5. Apartment building ___6. Other (Specify:__________)
15. Why did you purchase in this neighborhood?
___1. Near to family
___2. It’s where I could afford
___3. Close to schools, stores, etc.
___4. Many Latinos/Southeast Asians
___5. Other (Specify:________________________________)
How long have you owned this property? _________________
16. How much did this property cost? ________________
17. How much of a down payment did you put (dollar amount and percent)? _______________
18. How much did you pay for closing costs?(insert amount) __________
19. How did you finance your down payment and closing costs?
___1. A gift from family/friends
___2. Special home ownership program
___3. Government home ownership program 
___4. Savings 
___5. Went in with others/pooled   
___6. Other (Specify:________________________________)
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20. How would you characterize the condition of the property when you first purchased it? 
___1. Lots of repairs needed ( A “fixer upper”)
___2. I only had to fix basic repairs (painting, buy refrigerator, stove, etc.)
___3. It was ready for me/us to move in
___4. Other (Specify:________________________________)
21. If you spent money to make repairs in order to move in, how much was that? ______________.
22. Where did you get the money for the repairs? (can select more than one)
___1. From savings
___2. Gift/Loan from family/friends
___3. From co-owners (Specify:________________________)
___4. Borrowed more when I purchased the home
___5. Other (Specify:________________________________)
23. Prior to this property, have you ever owned any other?
___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, what and where? __________________________________________________
24. Did you use a real estate broker to purchase your property?
___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, who? _________________________________________
If no, why not? ______________________________________
25. Do you own any other property?
___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, what type of property is it? (can select more than one)
___1. Single family ___2. Two family 
___3. Triple Decker ___4. Multi family
___5. Commercial/retail ___6. Other (Specify:____________)
If yes, where is the property located? __________________________________________________
26. How did you finance the second property?
___1. Savings
___2.Special ownership program
___3. Went in on it with others
___4. Government program
___5. A gift from family/friends
___6. Other (Specify:_________________________________)
27. What is your current monthly mortgage?___________.
How much is for taxes and insurance?________ 
How much is for principal? ________.
52I M M I G R A N T  H O M E B U Y E R S  I N  L A W R E N C E  A N D  L O W E L L ,  M A S S A C H U S E T T S
28. When you’ve made repairs have you done it:
___1. Myself ___2. Someone else/Professional
___3. Friends ___4. Family
___5. Others (Specify:________________________________)
29. When you have purchased material or appliances to fix your property, where have you purchased them? 
(can select more than one)
___1. Home Depot ___2. Lowes Home Improvement
___3. Local Hardware ___4. Appliance store
___5. Department store (Specify:________________________)
___6. Other (Specify:_________________________________)
III. Purchasing Experience
30. How much did you know about buying property in Massachusetts?
___1. A lot ___2. Some
___3. Not Much ___4. Nothing at all
31. How would you categorize your overall experience in purchasing your property? 
___1. Very good ___2. Good
___3. Fair ___4. Bad
Tell me why you felt this way about your experience: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
32. How did the bank or mortgage company treat you?
___1. Very well ___2. Well
___3. Fair ___4. Badly
Tell me why you felt this way on how you were treated:
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
33. Did you find anything confusing during the purchase of the property?
___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, would you say it was:
___1. The rules and procedures in place
___2. The Purchase and Sales Agreement
___3. Filling out the loan application
___4. The closing and all the paper work -
___5. Other (Specify:________________________________)
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34. What is the name of your insurance company? 
__________________________________________________
35. How did you learn of this company? __________________________________________________
36. Now that you know what it takes to purchase and own property in Massachusetts, have you helped anyone 
else with information and/or advice?
___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, who and why? __________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
37. How would you say the seller of the property and the realtor treated you?
___1. Very well ___2. Well
___3. Fair ___4. Poorly
Tell me why this: __________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
38. What, in your opinion, would have made the purchasing experience more positive? 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
39. Do you own a car? ___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, for how long? _________________________
40. Do you have pets? ___1. Yes ___2. No
41. Do you own a computer? ___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, do you access the Internet? ___1. Yes ___2. No
42. Finally, can you give us the names of two other property owners, and how we can get in touch with them? 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
Thank you for your time, and for sharing your experiences and opinions
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Key Informants
Case No. ___ 
Community: ___1. Lawrence ___2. Lowell
1. How would you classify your business? (can select more than one)
___1. Mortgage broker       
___2. Real Estate Agent
___3. Legal Representative    
___4. Credit Reviewer
___5. Income Qualification Assessor
___6. Financial Evaluator
___7. Assistance with loan application
___8. Assistance with Purchase and Sales Agreement
___9. Property Inspection
___10. Lending Institution
___11. Other (Specify: _______________________)
2. What, if any, special programs do you have to assist the first time homebuyer?
_____________________________________________________________________________________
3. About what percent of your business are first-time 
homebuyers?________________________________________
4. Approximately what percent of your business are of Hispanic/
Southeast Asian decent?___________________
5. For lending institutions only: Of those customers who are Hispanic/Southeast Asian, approximately what 
percentage would you say are: (put approx. percentage in the space provided)    
______1. First time homebuyers
______2. Come to refinance only
6. From the pool of Hispanic/Southeast Asian customers, what would you say is the average amount of their 
mortgage loans? __________________________________
7. In working with the immigrant Hispanic/Southeast Asian community, what do you find to be the greatest 
challenges they face in purchasing a home? (can list more than one)
___1. English ability    
___2. Lack of credit history
___3. Not enough money for closing costs
___4. Do not understand the application process 
___5. Have little or no understanding of the “points” 
___6. Do not conduct a full inspection of the property
___7. Do not understand the closing process
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___8. Poor or no legal representation
___9. Do not have enough for a down payment
___10. Mistrust banks
___11. Other (Specify: _________________________)
8. There is much criticism of “sub-prime” mortgages for immigrants in terms of their interest rates and the 
lending practices to market these loans, do you think the disapproval is justified?   ___1. Yes ___2. No
Please explain your answer:
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
9. Are there specific neighborhoods in the city that Hispanics/Southeast Asians prefer to purchase in?
___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, what are they?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
10.Why would you say Hispanics/Southeast Asians prefer these neighborhoods? (can select more than one)
___1. Want to be close to family and friends
___2. These are the only places they can afford
___3. Close to schools, hospitals, and other places
___4. They have all the cultural amenities needed 
(e.g., food stores)
___5. It seems real estate agents steer them to these 
neighborhoods
___6. Other (Specify: _________________________)
11. What type of property seems to be most attractive to Hispanic/Southeast Asian consumers?
___1. Single family home ___2. Two families
___3. Triple-decker ___4. Apartment building
___5. Combination of apartments and retail space
12. To your knowledge, are there any programs in the City that assists first-time home owners?
___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, what are they?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
13. To your knowledge are Hispanics/Southeast Asians taking advantage of these services? ___1. Yes ___2. No
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14. If no such program exists, do you think one is needed? ___1. Yes ___2. No
Why/Why not?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
15. When you began servicing the immigrant community, was it because they came on their own, or did you 
make a special effort to reach out for their business?
___1. They came on their own
___2. I reached out for them
If they came on their own, why do you think they did so?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
If you made a special effort to reach out for them, what exactly did you do?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
16. In working with the immigrant Hispanic/Southeast Asian community, have you done any of the 
following? (can select more than one)
___1. Changed staff to cater to this new group (added 
bilingual/bicultural staff )
___2. Provided staff training to increase sensitivity 
toward immigrant customers
___3. Produced written material in their language
___4. Made contacts (partnerships) with organizations 
that represent this new group
___5. Conducted needs assessments and/or 
market surveys
___6. Developed and implemented focus groups to 
better serve this new group
___7. Checked secondary informational sources, like  
the Census, to learn more about the Hispanic/Southeast Asian community, culture,  
and population
___8. Provided workshops on home buying process
___9. Have not done anything special
___10. Other (Specify:__________________________)
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17. Based on those immigrants who you have serviced, how would you rate the overall experiences of Hispanic/
Southeast Asian property buyers in purchasing a home?
___1. Very good ___2. Good
___3. Fair ___4. Poor  
___5. Don’t Know
Why do you think their experience has been as you have indicated?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
18. Do you have any mechanism or process in place for knowing the experiences of your Hispanic/Southeast 
Asian clients once they have purchased a home (e.g., customer survey)? ___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, how/what?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
If no, why not?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
19. How many employees do you have that are Hispanic/Southeast Asian? _______
Do you plan to hire any/more? ___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, how many? _______________________________
If no, why not? _________________________________
If no, but plans to hire: How many? What background? By when? 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
20. What positions do your Hispanic/Southeast Asian staff hold?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
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21. Do you or your company offer Hispanic/Southeast Asian customers any consumer information? 
___1. Yes ___2. No
If yes, what exactly do you provide?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
If no, why not?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
22. For many financial institutions the “Community Reinvestment Act” has been a prime motivator for extending
mortgages and/or home improvement loans to recently arrived immigrants. To what extent do you think 
this has been the case in Lawrence/Lowell?
___1. To a great extent ___2. To some extent
___3. To a very little extent ___4. Not at all
___5. I don’t know
23. If someone were to develop a training, for a small fee, on understanding the Hispanic/Southeast Asian 
community within the home buying industry, would you and/or your staff participate? 
___1. Yes ___2. No
If no, why not?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
24. Finally, can you give us the names of two other professionals in the business, and how we can get in touch 
with them? _______________________________________________
Thank you for your time, and for sharing your experiences and opinions
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2500925010
01840
01843
01841
2500925180
2500925150
2500925170
2500925160
2500925080
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2500925020
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2500925070
2500925050
2500925040
2500925110
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2500925100
2500925090
Appendix B: 
City of Lawrence, Massachusetts 
By Census Tracts
Appendix C: 
Assets in 2001, 2002 by Households and Consumers 
by Census Tracts in Lawrence
Table 1 C
Assets in 2001 by Households and Census Tracts
Lawrence, Massachusetts
Category 25009251000 25009250100 25009251100 25009250200 25009251200 25009251300 25009250300 25009251400
Households by 
Ownership of 
Assets 534 %base 974 %base 1,474 %base 1,929 %base 530 %base 1,031 %base 563 %base 1,471 %base
Certificates of 
Deposit 71 13% 140 14% 233 16% 278 14% 71 13% 137 13% 77 14% 209 14%
Savings Bonds 126 24% 205 21% 304 21% 489 25% 117 22% 247 24% 138 25% 375 25%
Bonds 19 4% 33 3% 55 4% 78 4% 18 3% 38 4% 22 4% 59 4%
Stocks 90 17% 151 16% 237 16% 355 18% 84 16% 178 17% 101 18% 271 18%
Mutual Funds 71 13% 114 12% 175 12% 281 15% 66 12% 141 14% 80 14% 216 15%
Retirement 
Accounts 242 45% 387 40% 570 39% 937 49% 227 43% 475 46% 267 47% 715 49%
Life Insurance with 
Cash Value 169 32% 294 30% 454 31% 649 34% 163 31% 330 32% 182 32% 494 34%
Owning Other 
Managed Assets 20 4% 35 4% 58 4% 80 4% 19 4% 40 4% 22 4% 61 4%
Owning Other 
Financial Assets 63 12% 117 12% 179 12% 225 12% 62 12% 122 12% 67 12% 174 12%
Owning Any 
Financial Assets 483 90% 867 89% 1,317 89% 1,777 92% 476 90% 932 90% 513 91% 1,352 92%
Owning Vehicle 
Assets 445 83% 790 81% 1,190 81% 1,645 85% 438 83% 863 84% 474 84% 1,251 85%
Owning a Primary 
Residence 96 18% 60 6% 134 9% 885 46% 48 9% 225 22% 130 23% 607 41%
Owning Investment 
Real Estate 100 19% 167 17% 262 18% 393 20% 95 18% 198 19% 111 20% 300 20%
Owning Business 
Assets 66 12% 102 10% 152 10% 253 13% 60 11% 129 13% 72 13% 193 13%
Other Non-
Financial Assets 51 10% 85 9% 128 9% 196 10% 48 9% 101 10% 57 10% 150 10%
Any Non-Financial
Assets 478 90% 857 88% 1,301 88% 1,772 92% 471 89% 927 90% 509 90% 1,347 92%
Having A Mortgage
Debt 96 18% 60 6% 134 9% 885 46% 48 9% 225 22% 130 23% 607 41%
Source: Census 2000 (SF3 + Detailed).
61A P P E N D I X  C
Table 1 C
Assets in 2001 by Households and Census Tracts
Lawrence, Massachusetts
(Continued)
Category 25009250400 25009251500 25009250500 25009251600 25009250600 25009251700 25009250700 25009251800
Households by 
Ownership of 
Assets 1,053 %base 2,283 %base 867 %base 1,979 %base 1,657 %base 1,545 %base 1,562 %base 2,810 %base
Certificates of 
Deposit 148 14% 328 14% 117 13% 280 14% 240 14% 225 15% 219 14% 436 16%
Savings Bonds 248 24% 554 24% 216 25% 485 25% 407 25% 384 25% 381 24% 734 26%
Bonds 40 4% 89 4% 33 4% 76 4% 65 4% 62 4% 60 4% 124 4%
Stocks 181 17% 402 18% 156 18% 352 18% 297 18% 280 18% 277 18% 549 20%
Mutual Funds 142 13% 317 14% 124 14% 277 14% 234 14% 224 14% 218 14% 439 16%
Retirement 
Accounts 473 45% 1,057 46% 415 48% 929 47% 777 47% 738 48% 731 47% 1,411 50%
Life Insurance with 
Cash Value 337 32% 747 33% 284 33% 650 33% 548 33% 518 34% 510 33% 992 35%
Owning Other 
Managed Assets 42 4% 92 4% 35 4% 80 4% 68 4% 64 4% 62 4% 128 5%
Owning Other 
Financial Assets 124 12% 271 12% 103 12% 234 12% 196 12% 182 12% 185 12% 327 12%
Owning Any 
Financial Assets 952 90% 2,086 91% 791 91% 1,810 91% 1,517 92% 1,419 92% 1,426 91% 2,619 93%
Owning Vehicle 
Assets 876 83% 1,922 84% 731 84% 1,672 84% 1,400 84% 1,313 85% 1,316 84% 2,425 86%
Owning a Primary 
Residence 266 25% 742 33% 251 29% 598 30% 606 37% 623 40% 441 28% 1,825 65%
Owning Investment 
Real Estate 202 19% 446 20% 172 20% 390 20% 329 20% 314 20% 306 20% 618 22%
Owning Business 
Assets 128 12% 282 12% 113 13% 250 13% 209 13% 197 13% 197 13% 380 14%
Other Non-
Financial Assets 102 10% 225 10% 88 10% 197 10% 164 10% 155 10% 155 10% 296 11%
Any Non-Financial 
Assets 946 90% 2,072 91% 785 91% 1,797 91% 1,510 91% 1,414 92% 1,416 91% 2,621 93%
Having A Mortgage 
Debt 266 25% 742 33% 251 29% 598 30% 606 37% 623 40% 441 28% 1,825 65%
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Table 1 C
Assets in 2001 by Households and by Census Tracts Lawrence, Massachusetts
(Continued)
Category 25009250800 25009250900
Households by Ownership of Assets 2,262 %base 673 %base
Certificates of Deposit 337 15% 96 14%
Savings Bonds 579 26% 153 23%
Bonds 94 4% 25 4%
Stocks 425 19% 113 17%
Mutual Funds 337 15% 87 13%
Retirement Accounts 1,106 49% 289 43%
Life Insurance with Cash Value 775 34% 211 31%
Owning Other Managed Assets 98 4% 26 4%
Owning Other Financial Assets 264 12% 80 12%
Owning Any Financial Assets 2,094 93% 605 90%
Owning Vehicle Assets 1,937 86% 552 82%
Owning a Primary Residence 1,247 55% 85 13%
Owning Investment Real Estate 470 21% 124 18%
Owning Business Assets 296 13% 79 12%
Other Non-Financial Assets 233 10% 63 9%
Any Non-Financial Assets 2,091 92% 598 89%
Having A Mortgage Debt 1,247 55% 85 13
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Table 2 C
Consumer Spending by Households by Census Tracts (2002)
Lawrence, Massachusetts
2002 Consumer Spending 25009251000 25009250100 25009251100 25009250200 25009251200
Households 505 1,068 1,258 1,780 464
Aggregate household income 11,698,000 19,580,000 53,083,000 103,316,000 13,628,000
Total expenditure 13,798,000 28,350,000 49,626,000 84,323,000 14,641,000
Total non-retail expenditures 8,083,000 16,451,000 28,751,000 49,255,000 8,538,000
Total retail expenditures 5,715,000 11,899,000 20,876,000 35,069,000 6,102,000
Apparel 771,900 1,584,300 2,765,700 4,677,100 820,600
Contributions 377,500 790,300 1,395,800 2,393,000 398,500
Education 256,900 551,900 950,400 1,538,600 274,900
Books and supplies 38,500 80,700 140,000 232,100 41,000
Tuition 218,500 471,200 810,400 1,306,500 233,900
Entertainment 717,400 1,469,100 2,575,800 4,408,200 760,000
Food and beverages 2,334,400 4,759,900 8,314,700 14,120,800 2,473,800
Food at home 1,380,600 2,800,000 4,880,500 8,306,500 1,459,800
Food away from home 819,200 1,673,500 2,936,200 4,987,400 869,600
Gifts 417,300 885,800 1,546,400 2,560,800 449,800
Health care 841,900 1,753,500 3,062,100 5,131,300 899,500
Household furnishings and equipment 550,900 1,134,600 1,989,700 3,394,500 586,300
Shelter 2,331,300 4,896,800 8,671,000 14,473,000 2,500,600
Household operations 421,000 852,600 1,494,800 2,609,400 441,100
Babysitting and elderly care 87,000 177,500 308,700 524,500 90,800
Household services 90,800 190,100 328,900 575,600 95,300
Utilities 1,101,200 2,271,100 3,935,000 6,687,400 1,170,100
2002 Consumer Spending 
Summary 25009251300 25009250300 25009251400 25009250400 25009251500
Households 1,104 533 1,467 1,081 2,107
Aggregate household income 24,147,000 22,497,000 74,097,000 25,373,000 108,002,000
Total expenditure 29,059,000 20,524,000 62,721,000 29,560,000 92,425,000
Total non-retail expenditures 16,997,000 12,002,000 36,673,000 17,281,000 53,936,000
Total retail expenditures 12,062,000 8,521,000 26,049,000 12,279,000 38,489,000
Apparel 1,631,100 1,147,200 3,482,500 1,658,800 5,133,700
Contributions 792,400 563,700 1,771,400 798,400 2,619,500
Education 544,500 379,200 1,143,900 548,700 1,704,400
Books and supplies 81,000 56,900 172,300 82,600 256,000
Tuition 463,400 322,300 971,600 466,100 1,448,300
Entertainment 1,510,900 1,069,400 3,275,900 1,535,000 4,828,400
Food and beverages 4,922,800 3,471,500 10,531,200 5,011,600 15,477,700
Food at home 2,913,700 2,050,000 6,198,800 2,963,100 9,108,000
Food away from home 1,725,600 1,221,400 3,719,600 1,760,700 5,458,400
Gifts 884,000 620,000 1,899,800 898,000 2,817,100
Health care 1,776,400 1,252,900 3,814,000 1,813,600 5,648,300
Household furnishings and equipment 1,160,200 821,000 2,521,600 1,181,900 3,715,800
Shelter 4,922,400 3,496,600 10,733,300 5,015,300 15,856,600
Household operations 882,200 625,700 1,938,000 892,900 2,847,500
Babysitting and elderly care 182,000 127,700 390,400 183,200 576,900
Household services 189,500 133,600 423,200 190,600 629,800
Utilities 2,322,600 1,630,800 4,967,800 2,357,100 7,351,500
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2002 Consumer Spending 25009250500 25009251600 25009250600 25009251700 25009250700
Households 901 1,890 1,650 1,497 1,408
Aggregate household income 23,176,000 89,739,000 74,468,000 76,079,000 63,652,000
Total expenditure 25,845,000 79,286,000 66,615,000 65,292,000 57,156,000
Total non-retail expenditures 15,152,000 46,356,000 38,925,000 38,158,000 33,439,000
Total retail expenditures 10,693,000 32,931,000 27,690,000 27,134,000 23,717,000
Apparel 1,451,500 4,428,000 3,710,400 3,629,200 3,192,900
Contributions 696,000 2,218,000 1,857,300 1,844,700 1,581,100
Education 475,900 1,458,700 1,220,600 1,193,400 1,052,700
Books and supplies 71,700 219,700 184,100 180,400 158,200
Tuition 404,200 1,239,000 1,036,400 1,012,900 894,500
Entertainment 1,341,400 4,142,400 3,470,300 3,410,900 2,977,800
Food and beverages 4,392,900 13,349,400 11,203,800 10,956,000 9,645,200
Food at home 2,601,400 7,876,600 6,603,300 6,448,000 5,693,600
Food away from home 1,542,300 4,696,800 3,949,100 3,866,700 3,394,100
Gifts 778,000 2,401,700 2,022,800 1,982,200 1,729,500
Health care 1,572,700 4,860,100 4,057,800 4,005,200 3,478,000
Household furnishings and equipment 1,030,600 3,179,800 2,671,600 2,624,100 2,288,300
Shelter 4,362,600 13,470,400 11,397,100 11,129,100 9,732,400
Household operations 783,700 2,429,000 2,039,300 2,008,900 1,747,900
Babysitting and elderly care 161,200 491,600 414,100 403,400 355,900
Household services 165,100 527,200 443,800 440,400 376,200
Utilities 2,059,500 6,328,600 5,293,800 5,191,300 4,548,200
2002 Consumer Spending 25009251800 25009250800 25009250900
Households 2,852 2,182 677
Aggregate household income 192,262,000 133,415,000 15,071,000
Total expenditure 150,348,000 111,664,000 18,032,000
Total non-retail expenditures 87,589,000 65,199,000 10,509,000
Total retail expenditures 62,759,000 46,466,000 7,523,000
Apparel 8,265,900 6,188,500 1,009,900
Contributions 4,393,800 3,175,800 493,500
Education 2,723,400 2,030,400 341,200
Books and supplies 411,700 306,700 50,500
Tuition 2,311,600 1,723,600 290,600
Entertainment 7,879,600 5,837,200 936,500
Food and beverages 24,959,400 18,671,700 3,048,300
Food at home 14,606,500 10,975,200 1,800,400
Food away from home 8,865,500 6,601,600 1,071,100
Gifts 4,599,700 3,397,800 551,900
Health care 9,177,400 6,794,900 1,104,800
Household furnishings and equipment 6,093,900 4,499,700 721,200
Shelter 26,089,200 19,180,400 3,095,500
Household operations 4,702,600 3,453,200 546,600
Babysitting and elderly care 933,500 693,200 113,300
Household services 1,062,500 761,000 118,000
Utilities 11,843,500 8,860,800 1,435,200
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Table 2 C
Consumer Spending Summary per Household by Census Tracts (2002)
Lawrence, Massachusetts
2002 Consumer Spending 
Summary (per household) 25009251000 25009250100 25009251100 25009250200 25009251200
Average household income 23,164 18,333 42,196 58,043 29,371
Total expenditure 27,323 26,545 39,448 47,372 31,554
Total non-retail expenditures 16,006 15,404 22,855 27,671 18,401
Total retail expenditures 11,317 11,141 16,595 19,702 13,151
Apparel 1,529 1,483 2,198 2,628 1,769
Contributions 748 740 1,110 1,344 859
Education 509 517 755 864 592
Books and supplies 76 76 111 130 88
Tuition 433 441 644 734 504
Entertainment 1,421 1,376 2,048 2,477 1,638
Food and beverages 4,623 4,457 6,609 7,933 5,331
Food at home 2,734 2,622 3,880 4,667 3,146
Food away from home 1,622 1,567 2,334 2,802 1,874
Gifts 826 829 1,229 1,439 969
Health care 1,667 1,642 2,434 2,883 1,939
Household furnishings and equipment 1,091 1,062 1,582 1,907 1,264
Shelter 4,616 4,585 6,893 8,131 5,389
Household operations 834 798 1,188 1,466 951
Babysitting and elderly care 172 166 245 295 196
Household services 180 178 261 323 205
Utilities 2,181 2,126 3,128 3,757 2,522
2002 Consumer Spending 
Summary (per household) 25009251300 25009250300 25009251400 25009250400 25009251500
Average household income 21,872 42,208 50,509 23,472 51,259
Total expenditure 26,322 38,507 42,755 27,345 43,866
Total non-retail expenditures 15,396 22,518 24,999 15,986 25,598
Total retail expenditures 10,926 15,987 17,757 11,359 18,267
Apparel 1,477 2,152 2,374 1,535 2,436
Contributions 718 1,058 1,207 739 1,243
Education 493 711 780 508 809
Books and supplies 73 107 117 76 121
Tuition 420 605 662 431 687
Entertainment 1,369 2,006 2,233 1,420 2,292
Food and beverages 4,459 6,513 7,179 4,636 7,346
Food at home 2,639 3,846 4,225 2,741 4,323
Food away from home 1,563 2,292 2,536 1,629 2,591
Gifts 801 1,163 1,295 831 1,337
Health care 1,609 2,351 2,600 1,678 2,681
Household furnishings and equipment 1,051 1,540 1,719 1,093 1,764
Shelter 4,459 6,560 7,316 4,640 7,526
Household operations 799 1,174 1,321 826 1,351
Babysitting and elderly care 165 240 266 169 274
Household services 172 251 288 176 299
Utilities 2,104 3,060 3,386 2,180 3,489
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2002 Consumer Spending 
Summary (per household) 25009250500 25009251600 25009250600 25009251700 25009250700
Average household income 25,723 47,481 45,132 50,821 45,207
Total expenditure 28,685 41,950 40,373 43,615 40,594
Total non-retail expenditures 16,817 24,527 23,591 25,490 23,749
Total retail expenditures 11,868 17,424 16,782 18,126 16,844
Apparel 1,611 2,343 2,249 2,424 2,268
Contributions 772 1,174 1,126 1,232 1,123
Education 528 772 740 797 748
Books and supplies 80 116 112 121 112
Tuition 449 656 628 677 635
Entertainment 1,489 2,192 2,103 2,278 2,115
Food and beverages 4,876 7,063 6,790 7,319 6,850
Food at home 2,887 4,168 4,002 4,307 4,044
Food away from home 1,712 2,485 2,393 2,583 2,411
Gifts 863 1,271 1,226 1,324 1,228
Health care 1,746 2,571 2,459 2,675 2,470
Household furnishings and equipment 1,144 1,682 1,619 1,753 1,625
Shelter 4,842 7,127 6,907 7,434 6,912
Household operations 870 1,285 1,236 1,342 1,241
Babysitting and elderly care 179 260 251 269 253
Household services 183 279 269 294 267
Utilities 2,286 3,348 3,208 3,468 3,230
2002 Consumer Spending 
Summary (per household) 25009251800 25009250800 25009250900
Average household income 67,413 61,143 22,261
Total expenditure 52,717 51,175 26,635
Total non-retail expenditures 30,711 29,880 15,523
Total retail expenditures 22,005 21,295 11,112
Apparel 2,898 2,836 1,492
Contributions 1,541 1,455 729
Education 955 931 504
Books and supplies 144 141 75
Tuition 811 790 429
Entertainment 2,763 2,675 1,383
Food and beverages 8,752 8,557 4,503
Food at home 5,121 5,030 2,659
Food away from home 3,109 3,025 1,582
Gifts 1,613 1,557 815
Health care 3,218 3,114 1,632
Household furnishings and equipment 2,137 2,062 1,065
Shelter 9,148 8,790 4,572
Household operations 1,649 1,583 807
Babysitting and elderly care 327 318 167
Household services 373 349 174
Utilities 4,153 4,061 2,120
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Appendix D: 
City of Lowell, Massachusetts 
By Census Tracts
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250173123
250178116
250178117
250178125
250178118
250178114
250178112
250178107
250178115
250178105
250178106
250178104
2501178122
250178121
250178108
250173102
250178120
250178118
250178118
250178111 250178101
250178110
250178124
250178108
Appendix E: 
Assets in 2001 by Households and Cenus Tracts 
& Summary of Consumer Spending in 2002 in Lowell
Table 1 C
Assets in 2001 by Households and Census Tracts
Household Finances Lowell 250173112 250173111
Aggregate Value of Assets
Transaction Accounts $396,749,000 $9,133,000 $4,583,000 
Certificates of Deposit $389,800,000 $9,552,000 $4,912,000 
Savings Bonds $27,086,000 $698,000 $385,000 
Bonds (Not US Savings) $215,990,000 $4,503,000 $2,197,000 
Stocks $225,303,000 $4,854,000 $2,433,000 
Mutual Funds $140,614,000 $2,840,000 $1,387,000 
Retirement Accounts $794,973,000 $17,370,000 $8,481,000 
Cash Value Life Insurance $191,298,000 $4,672,000 $2,439,000 
Other Managed Accounts $193,389,000 $4,563,000 $2,377,000 
Other Financial Assets $84,615,000 $1,903,000 $928,000 
Any Financial Assets $2,659,703,000 $60,084,000 $30,119,000 
Vehicles Owned $895,934,000 $24,377,000 $13,221,000 
Home Equity $6,908,840,000 $167,660,000 $86,530,000 
Investment Property Equity $1,404,740,000 $34,283,000 $17,417,000 
Business Equity $1,384,792,000 $30,424,000 $14,423,000 
Other Non-Financial Assets $116,334,000 $2,860,000 $1,450,000 
Any Non-Financial Assets $10,710,590,000 $259,600,000 $133,040,000 
Aggregate Value of Debts
Mortgage Debt $1,906,365,000 $45,541,000 $23,769,000 
Installment Loan Debt $49,820,000 $1,187,000 $609,000 
Lines of Credit Debt $134,306,000 $3,498,000 $1,904,000 
Credit Card Debt $67,262,000 $1,875,000 $1,031,000 
Investment Real Estate Debt $118,050,000 $3,324,000 $1,800,000 
Other Debt $21,250,000 $520,000 $259,000 
Total Debts $2,296,986,000 $55,942,000 $29,371,000 
Total Net Worth $4,611,758,000 $111,713,000 $57,153,000 
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Table 2 C
Summary of Consumer Spending for Lowell, Massachusetts and
Census Tracts 3111 and 3112 (2002)
Summary of Consumer 
Spending (2002) Lowell 250173112.00 250173111.00
Households 37,970 1,070 546
Aggregate household income 2,177,564,000 33,071,000 18,560,000
Total expenditure 1,798,050,000 33,904,000 18,609,000
Total non-retail expenditures 1,048,860,000 19,857,000 10,925,000
Total retail expenditures 749,192,000 14,047,000 7,684,000
Apparel 99,555,700 1,904,300 1,049,300
Contributions 52,377,700 977,700 528,400
Education 32,766,100 624,700 339,200
Books and supplies 4,960,900 95,500 52,200
Tuition 27,804,800 529,100 287,000
Entertainment 94,535,300 1,792,300 983,200
Food and beverages 299,469,300 5,712,400 3,148,800
Food at home 175,874,600 3,381,600 1,868,600
Food away from home 105,829,800 1,996,500 1,099,200
New text line
Gifts 54,641,000 1,009,900 549,600
Health care 110,767,700 2,162,700 1,182,900
HH furnishings &equipment 72,722,400 1,357,500 744,200
Shelter 308,466,700 5,613,600 3,060,000
Household operations 56,056,300 1,040,300 569,500
Babysitting and elderly care 11,144,900 205,800 113,000
Household services 12,566,800 228,900 122,900
Utilities 142,764,500 2,731,400 1,500,300
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ILC Major Donors
3M
Ace-Lon Corporation
A. J. Martini, Inc.
Adelaide Breed Bayrd Foundation
Ahern Insurance
All Sports Promotions
American Title
Anthony & Wendy Bolland 
Charitable Trust
Arthur Anderson LLP
Asahi Corporation
Asgard Group
AT&T
Atlantic Bank of New York
Atlantic Charter Insurance, Co.
Atsco Footwear
B & G Partners
BankMalden
Bank of America
Bank of Boston
BankBoston
BayBank
Behrakis Foundation
Francis Beidler III and Prudence R.
Beidler Foundation
Berman & Sons
Blackwell Publishing, Inc.
BOS, Inc.
Boston Red Sox
Boston Steel & Mfg. Co.
Bradford College
Business Copy Associates
Buyers Choice
Catalogue For Philanthropy
Center for Healing Therapies
Central Parking
Charles M. Cox Trust
Chicago Title Insurance Co.
Christ United Methodist Church
Christos and Mary T. Cocaine 
Charitable Trust
Christo’s Restaurant
Chubb Federal Insurance Company
Chubb Group of Insurance Companies
Citizens Bank
Citigroup
City of Malden 
Coldwell Banker, Beverly, MA
Combined Jewish Philanthropies 
of Greater Boston
Comcast Cable Communications, Inc.
Comcast Foundation
Community Media & Development
Computer Associates
Congregation Beth Israel
Consumer Electronics Association
Conway Office Products/Konica
Copeland Toyota
Cornyn Foundation
Corporate Express
Cowan Slavin Foundation
Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP
Cozy Corner Farm
Cramer
Credit Suisse/First Boston
Cypress Capital Management LLC
Dan Clasby & Company
Darling Consulting
Daniels a Merrill Communications 
Company
DeSoto Foundation
Dimtrex Group
Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette 
Securities Corporation
Dresdner Kleinwort Benson 
North America LLC
East Coast Motive Power
Eastern Bank Capital Markets
Eastern Bank Charitable Foundation
Eastern Building Services Corp.
Eaton Vance Group of Funds
Edith A. Pistorino Trust
Eldredge & Lumpkin
Ellis Family Fund at 
The Boston Foundation
Employment Resources, Inc.
Epstein, Becker & Green PC
Ernst & Young LLP
Federal Home Loan Bank of Boston
FHLBBoston
Fidelity Charitable Gift 
Fund/Fidelity Investments
Fidelity Press
First Church in Malden Congregational
First Data Western Union Foundation
Fleet Bank
Fleet Asian Resource Group
FleetBoston Financial Foundation
Friend of The ILC
Fuller Associates
G & B Norwood LLC
Gainesborough Investments
GTE Government Systems Corporation
Gillette Company
Goldman, Sachs & Co.
Gourdeau Limited
Gradient Corporation
Grancey & Company Real Estate
Green Company
Greenough Communications
GTE Government Systems Corporation
Harold Wald and Company
Harvard Pilgrim Health Care Foundation
Healthy Malden, Inc.
Hill Partners
Howard C. Connor 
Charitable Foundation
HRPT Advisors
Hughes & Associates, Inc.
IBM
Immaculate Conception Parish
Income Research & Management
IncTANK
InfoGraphix
Inland Underwriters Insurance 
Agency, Inc
Insignia ESG
Institute for Cooperation of 
Art and Research, Inc.
IntegraTECH Solutions Corporation
InterContinental Hotels Group
Investment Company Institute
Ipswich Investment 
Management Co., Inc.
James G. Martin Memorial Trust
James J. Dowd & Sons Insurance 
Agency, Inc.
John Hancock Financial Services, Inc.
Joseph H. & Florence A. Roblee
Foundation
Judith Wisnia & Associates
Kappy’s Liquors
Kase Printing, Inc.
Kupsoff and Company
LandAmerica American Title Company
LandAmerica Commercial Services
Lawyers Title Insurance Corporation
Lillian L. & Harry A. Cowan Foundation
Linden Foundation
Lehman Brothers, Inc.
Levine Family Charitable Gift Fund
Lowell Police Superior Officers 
Associated Charity Fund
M & P Partners Limited Partnership
Mabel Louise Riley Foundation
Malden Clergy Association
Malden Emblem Club 
Malden Flee Market
Malden Hospital
Malden Industrial Aid Society
Malden Police
Malden Rotary Club
Malden YMCA
Manchester Marine
Margarett L. Robinson Trust
Martin D. & Jean Shafiroff Foundation
Massachusetts Cultural Council
Massachusetts Department of Education
Massachusetts Literacy Foundation
Maureen and John Harrington 
Family Fund
Medford Bank
Medford Co-operative Savings Bank
Mellon New England
Mellon Private Asset Management/
Alice P. Chase Trust
Merrill Corporation
Merrill Lynch
Metro North Regional 
Employment Board
Mico Center
MITS
Museum Institute for Teaching Science
Music by Broadnax
Mystic Valley Development Commision
Mystic View Design, Inc.
NATWEST
Nellie Mae Education Foundation
New England Coffee Company
New England Produce Center, Inc.
Nicholas C. Sarris, Inc.
Norfolk & Dedham Group
North Atlantic Medical Services, Inc.
North Suburban Accesss Corporation
Obermeyer Rebmann Maxwell 
& Hippel LLP
Office Resources
Online Resources
Orion Commercial Insurance 
Services, Inc.
Palmer Manufacturing Co., Inc.
Party Favors
PEAR Associates LLC
Pegasus Communications
Pergola Construction, Inc.
Perico P.C.
Piantedosi Baking Company
Polaroid Foundation
Professional Rehabiltation Center, Inc.
Pollock & Pollock
ProLiteracy Worldwide/NBSF
R. W. Pressprich Company
RBC Capital Markets
Reit Management & Research LLC
Research Data, Inc.
Richards, Barry, Joyce & Partners, LLC
Richardson Insurance
R. M. & M. S. Marino Charitable 
Foundation
Robert J. Gottlieb Charitable Foundation
Robinson Enterprises
Ropes & Gray LLP
RPM
SalemFive Charitable Foundation
Sallop Insurance Agency, Inc.
Sarris, Inc.
Sharkansky and Company LLP
Sharon & Jeff Chapple Foundation
Shawmut Bank
Sherin and Lodgen LLP
Shields Health Care Group
Shields MRI
Shreve, Crump & Low
Sidoti & Company LLC
Sir Speedy
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher 
& Flom LLP
Smith Barney, Inc.
Sovereign Bank
Space Planning and Commercial
Environment, Inc.
Sparks Department Store
St. Anne’s Guild
St. Paul Companies
St. Peter’s Church
Stanhope Garage, Inc.
Staples
State Street Bank
Stella Realty Partners Lynnfield, LLC
Stevens and Ciccone Associates, PC
Stoneham Savings Bank
Streetwear, Inc.
Sullivan & Worcester LLP
Sumitomo Bank, Limited
Surfree.com, Inc.
Target Corporation
TeleCom Cooperative Bank
Temple Tifereth Israel
The 57 Restaurant, Inc.
The Boston Company
The Hartford
The Silverman Group/Merrill Lynch
Thomas M. Sprague/
Laurie J. Anderson Fund
Time Warner Cable
Title Associates, Inc.
TJX Foundation
Trammell Crow Company
Tri-City Community Action 
Program, Inc.
Tri-City Technology Education
Collaborative, Inc.
Turf Products Corporation
U. S. English Foundation
USTrust
UBS Investment Bank
United Way of Massachusetts Bay
Valet Park of New England
Verizon
Vitale, Caturano & Company Foundation
VPNE Parking Solutions
Wachovia Capital Markets, LLC
Wald & Ingle, PC
Wardinski Family Foundation
Welch & Forbes
Wellington Management Company LLP
WISNIA
Yawkey Foundation II
YWCA Malden
Zonta Club of Danvers 
Zonta Club of Malden
ILC Major Donors
Mr. & Mrs. Anthony F. Abell
Mrs. Ann Agris
Mr. & Mrs. John F. Ambrose
Mr. Melvin R. Aucoin
Mr. Frank J. Bailey 
& Dr. Susan Cahill
Ms. Lissa Carlin
Mr. & Mrs. George D. Behrakis
Mr. & Mrs. Evrett W. Benton
Mr. & Mrs. Peter P. Bishop, Jr.
Mr. & Mrs. Timothy A. Bonang
Mr. & Mrs. Ethan Bornstein
Mr. & Mrs. Stuart Bornstein
Mr. Barry Bragen
Mr. Daniel F. Bridges
Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Broude
Mr. Donald Buckley
Mr. & Mrs. Timothy Burns
Mr. & Mrs. Leon M. Cangiano, Jr.
Mr. & Mrs. John Carty
Mr. & Mrs. Michael Ciccone
Mr. & Mrs. Tjarda Clagett
Mr. & Mrs. William M. Clark
Dr. & Mrs. Douglas M. Dahl
Mr. & Mrs. George E. Danis
Mr. Patrick Dinardo 
& Ms. Susan Schwartz
Mr. & Mrs. Patrick F. Donelan
Ms. Eileen N. Dooher
Mr. & Mrs. Neil M. Eustice, Jr.
Mr. & Mrs. Peter S. Farnum
Ms. Louise M. Fassett
Mr. Richard Fernandez
Ms. Elizabeth J. Finn Elder
Mr. Richard W. Fournier
Mr. Thomas J. Furlong, Jr.
Mr. & Mrs. Max Gandman
Ms. Penny Garver
Ms. Pamela Giannatsis
Dr. & Mrs. Ronald P. Goldberg
Mr. & Mrs. Louis A. Goodman
Mr. Peter Grieve
Ms. Nancy Sue Grodberg
Mrs. Gail A. Guittarr
Mr.& Mrs. Michael J. Haley
Mr. & Mrs. John L. Harrington
Ms. L. Merrill Hawkins
Mr. & Mrs. Robert Haynes
Mr. & Mrs. David J. Hegarty
Mr. & Mrs. Warren Heilbronner
Mr. & Mrs. John R. Hoadley
Mr. & Mrs. Jonathan L. Hood
Mayor Richard C. Howard
Mr. & Mrs. Frank M. Hundley
Mr. Robert Inches
Ms. Brenda Jovenich
Mr. & Mrs John C. Kane, Jr.
Mr. & Mrs. Steven L. Kantor
Mr. & Mrs. Henry Katz
Mr. Peter K. Kean
Mr. Carr Kinder III
Mr. & Mrs.  Mark L. Kleifges
Mr. & Mrs. Arthur G. Koumantzelis
Mr. & Mrs. John La Liberte
Mr. & Mrs. Joseph F. Lawless III
Mr. & Mrs. Jeffrey R. Leach
Mr. Geraldo Pereira Leite
Mr. & Mrs. David M. Lepore
Mr. & Mrs. Michael J. Linskey
Dr. & Mrs. Charles M. Louden
Mr. & Mrs. Bruce J. Mackey
Father Justinian Manning
Mr. John A. Mannix
Mr. & Mrs. Roger M. Marino
Mr. & Mrs. Gerard Martin
Ms. Gina Matarazzo
Mr. & Mrs. David Mathews
Mr. & Mrs. Thomas P. McDermott
Mr. & Mrs. Patrick M. Merlino 
Mr. & Mrs. Thomas L. Michelman
Mr. & Mrs. Lawrence Milstein
Mr. & Mrs. John G. Murray
Mr. & Mrs. Charles G. Nahatis
Mr. Alexander A. Notopoulos, Jr. 
Mr. Thomas M. O’Brien 
Mr. & Mrs. Nicholas Philopoulos 
Mr. & Mrs. Philip S. Place
Mr. Ameek A. Ponda
Mr. John C. Popeo
Mr. & Mrs. Adam Portnoy
Mr. & Mrs. Barry M. Portnoy
Mrs. Blanche Portnoy  
Ms. Norma M. Portnoy 
Mr. & Mrs. Vincent J. Rivers 
Mr. & Mrs. George E. Safiol
Mr. & Mrs. Anthony J. Sarantakis
Mr. & Mrs. Nicholas Sarris
Mr. & Mrs. Jorge A. Schwarz
Mr. & Mrs. Frederick H. Settelmeyer
Mrs. Joanne M. Seymour 
& Mr. Brian Ruh
Mr. & Mrs. Brian J. Shaffer
Mr. & Mrs. William J. Sheehan 
Mr. & Mrs. Jason L. Silverman
Mrs. Kathy G. Smith
Mr. Lee C. Steele
Mr. Richard Teller 
State Senator Richard R. Tisei
Mr. Paul J. Titcher
Mr. Chris Tsaganis 
Mr. & Mrs. Bob Wassall
Mr. David C. Weinstein
Ms. Clotilde Zannetos
ILC Major Donors
Arthur G. Koumantzelis
ILC Board Chair 
Gainesborough Investments
Diane Portnoy
ILC Co-Founder and Director
Barry H. Bragen
ILC Volunteer
Joan Broude
ILC Co-Founder
Leon M. Cangiano, Jr. 
Inland Underwriters Insurance Agency, Inc. 
Fatima Z. Chibane
ILC Student
Richard A. Davey, Jr. 
Massachusetts Bay Commuter Rail, LLC
Patrick Donelan 
Lifetime Board Member
Former Chairman, Kleinwort Benson Beever North America
Marcia Drew Hohn, Ed.D.
ILC Director of Public Education 
Penny Garver 
Sovereign Bank, New England
Roger F. Harris, Ph.D.
Boston Renaissance Charter School
Robert P. Inches
Goldman Sachs
Holly Jones
ILC Guidance Counselor 
and Program Coordinator
Brenda Jovenich
Citizens Bank
Esther Karinge
Refugee Immigration Ministry
Joseph L. Lawless
Retired, Malden Housing Authority
Gerard M. Martin
M & P Properties
Thomas P. McDermott
TPM Associates
Barry M. Portnoy
Reit Management and Research LLC
Vincent J. Rivers
Wellington Management Company LLP
Jason Silverman
The Silverman Group, Merrill Lynch
Kathy G. Smith
ILC Director of Development 
and External Relations
Reena I. Thadhani
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo P.C.
Ethelanne Trent
Financial Administrator
Nikos D. Tsonis
Tsonis & Associates
Jodi Vania
Retired, Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Sonny X. Vu
AgaMatrix, Inc.
ILC Board of Trustees
www.mystic-view.com
Mystic View Design proudly supports the efforts of the Immigrant Learning Center.

